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good of political parties. All it takes is
for us to stop wallowing in the intoxi-
cating sweet smoke of rhetoric—in the
intoxicating aura of power, and start
trying to be what we all loudly claim
to be: statesmen! All it takes is for us
to sober up, put the cards down, and
fold up this drunken poker game that
has already progressed far too late into
the evening. We need to pass the coffee,
get the red out of our eyes, and try to
remember why the people sent us here
in the first place.

If the people have lost respect for
public officials, spectacles such as the
one now being touted as a train wreck
are surely the reason why. If con-
fidence in the Federal Government is
failing, this type of power-induced in-
sanity that views flirting with an eco-
nomic collapse as good political strat-
egy is certainly one reason why. If we
try to publicly pretend that we cannot
avoid such a fiscal crisis, we need never
again scratch our heads and wonder
why people do not trust and do not be-
lieve politicians. There need be no cri-
sis unless irresponsible partisan-crazed
politicians create one, and we all know
it.

I am encouraged by the press ac-
counts of the meeting that occurred
earlier this week between President
Clinton and congressional leaders, at
which they apparently agreed to nego-
tiate a short-term spending plan that
would avoid an October 1 Government
shutdown. That would address at least
part of the problem. And if cooler
heads prevail, surely we can, and sure-
ly we must, find a way to settle our
very real and very serious budgetary
and appropriations differences in the
coming weeks, as we were elected to
do, without fashioning deliberate train
wrecks that would be devastating to
this great country of ours. If we fail to
do so, if November brings such un-
imaginable devastation to our country,
I fear not for our sorry lot, for we poli-
ticians will get exactly what we de-
serve. I fear only for the American peo-
ple who so wrongly invested their trust
in us in the first place.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ASHCROFT). The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
object for the moment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

OUR NATIONAL COMMITMENT TO
DEPENDENT CHILDREN

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on
this, the likely final day of the debate

on the welfare reform measure before
us, it is worth noting that in the lead
story of the New York Times this
morning, a story by Robin Toner, we
read that ‘‘the White House, exceed-
ingly eager to support a law that prom-
ises to change the welfare system, was
sending increasingly friendly signals
about the bill.’’

That is a bill that would repeal title
IV–A of the Social Security Act of 1935
that provides aid to dependent chil-
dren. It will be the first time in the
history of the Nation that we have re-
pealed a section of the Social Security
Act. That the White House should be
eager to support such a law is beyond
my understanding, and certainly in 34
year’s service in Washington, beyond
my experience.

I regret it. I can only wish some who
are involved in the White House or
those in the administration, would
know that they might well resign if
they agree with the proposal that vio-
lates every principle they have as-
serted in their careers, honorable ca-
reers in public service.

I will state once again, we, yester-
day, read Mr. Rahm Emanuel, a White
House spokesman, saying the measure
was coming along ‘‘nicely.’’ Today, we
get the same message in a lead story in
the Times. If this administration wish-
es to go down in history as one that
abandoned, eagerly abandoned, the na-
tional commitment to dependent chil-
dren, so be it. I would not want to be
associated with such an enterprise, and
I shall not be.

f

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning
business is closed.

f

FAMILY SELF-SUFFICIENCY ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 4, which the
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
A bill (H.R. 4) to restore the American

family, reduce illegitimacy, control welfare
spending, and reduce welfare dependence.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the bill.

Pending:
Dole modified amendment No. 2280, of a

perfecting nature.
Subsequently, the amendment was further

modified.
Daschle amendment No. 2672 (to amend-

ment No. 2280), to provide for the establish-
ment of a contingency fund for State welfare
programs.

Faircloth amendment No. 2608 (to amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide for an abstinence
education program.

Wellstone amendment No. 2584 (to amend-
ment No. 2280), to exempt women and chil-
dren who have been battered or subject to
extreme cruelty from certain requirements
of the bill.

Faircloth amendment No. 2609 (to amend-
ment No. 2280), to prohibit teenage parents
from living in the home of an adult relative

or guardian who has a history of receiving
assistance.

Conrad amendment No. 2528 (to amend-
ment No. 2280), to provide that a State that
provides assistance to unmarried teenage
parents under the State program require
such parents as a condition of receiving such
assistance to live in an adult-supervised set-
ting and attend high school or other equiva-
lent training program.

Jeffords amendment No. 2581 (to amend-
ment No. 2280), to strike the increase to the
grant to reward States that reduce out-of-
wedlock births.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 10
minutes, to be equally divided, on the
Wellstone amendment No. 2584, to be
followed by a vote on or in relation to
the amendment.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, there
being some spare time in our schedule
just now, I would like to take the occa-
sion, and exercise the privilege, as I see
it, of reading to the Senate the lead
editorial in the Washington Post this
morning. It is entitled ‘‘Welfare Theo-
ries.’’ This is an editorial page which
has been dealing thoughtfully,
supportively, with welfare problems for
35 years.

On the opposite page, columnist George
Will musters a most powerful argument
against the welfare bill now on the Senate
floor. The bill purports to be a way of send-
ing strong messages to welfare recipients
that it is time for them to mend their ways.
But as Mr. Will notes, ‘‘no child is going to
be spiritually improved by being collateral
damage in a bombardment of severities tar-
geted at adults who may or may not deserve
more severe treatment from the welfare sys-
tem.’’

The bill is reckless because it could endan-
ger the well-being of the poorest children in
society in the name of a series of untested
theories about how people may respond to
some new incentives. Surely a Congress
whose majority proudly carries the mantle
‘‘conservative’’ should be wary of risking
human suffering on behalf of some ideologi-
cal driven preconceptions. Isn’t that what
conservatives always accused liberals of
doing?

The best thing that can be said of this bill
is that it is not as bad as it might have been.
Some of the most obviously flawed propos-
als—mandating that States end welfare as-
sistance to children born to mothers while
they are on welfare and that they cut off as-
sistance to teen mothers—have been voted
down. There will be at least some require-
ments that States continue to invest re-
sources in programs for the poor in exchange
for their current Federal budget allocations.
But they are still not strong enough, and are
potentially loophole-ridden. Some new
money for child care may also be sprinkled
onto this confection.

May I repeat a powerful image, Mr.
President:

Some new money for child care may also
be sprinkled onto this confection.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 13559September 14, 1995
But the structure of the bill is wrong, and

a fundamental untruth lies at its heart. Con-
gress wants to claim that it is (1) doing
something about a whole series of social and
economic pathologies, while at the same
time (2) cutting spending. But a welfare re-
form that is serious about both promoting
work and helping children in single-parent
homes will cost more than writing checks,
especially given the extremely modest sums
now spent by so many States on the poor.

Going to a block grant formula would de-
stroy one of the few obvious merits of the
current system, which is its ability to re-
spond flexibly to regional economic upturns
or downturns. On top of this, the bill’s provi-
sions on food stamps and its reductions in
assistance to disabled children under the
Supplementary Security Income Program go
beyond what might constitute reasonable re-
forms. And its provisions cutting aid to legal
immigrants would backfire on states with
large immigrant populations.

Many Senators will be tempted to vote for
this bill anyway, arguing that it has been
‘‘improved’’ and fearing the political con-
sequences of voting against anything labeled
welfare reform. But many of the ‘‘improve-
ments’’ will disappear once the bill goes to a
conference with the House, which has passed
an even more objectionable bill. In any
event, voting this bill down would be exactly
the opposite of a negative act. It would be an
affirmation that real welfare reform is both
necessary and possible. To get to that point,
a dangerous bill posing as the genuine article
must be defeated first.

That is the end of the editorial.
Mr. President, what I cannot com-

prehend is why this is so difficult for
the administration to understand. The
administration has abandoned us,
those of us who oppose this legislation.

Why do we not see the endless parade
of petitioners as when health care re-
form was before us in the last Con-
gress, the lobbyists, the pretend citizen
groups, the real citizen groups? None
are here.

I can recall, Mr. President, the ex-
traordinary energy that went into any
change in the welfare system 30 years
ago, 25 years ago. Fifteen years ago, if
there was a proposal to take $40 out of
some demonstration project here on
the Senate floor, there would be 40 rep-
resentatives of various advocacy
groups outside.

There are very few advocacy groups
outside. You can stand where I stand,
Mr. President, and look straight out at
the Supreme Court—not a person in be-
tween that view. Not one of those
flaunted, vaunted advocacy groups for-
ever protecting the interests of the
children and the helpless and the
homeless and the what-you-will. Are
they increasingly subsidized and there-
fore increasingly co-opted?

Are they are silent because the White
House is silent? They should be
ashamed. History will shame them.

One group was in Washington yester-
day and I can speak with some spirit
on that. This was a group of Catholic
bishops and members from Catholic
Charities. They were here. They were
in Washington. Nobody else. None of
the great marchers, the great chanters,
the nonnegotiable demanders.

There is one police officer that has
just appeared, but otherwise the lobby

by the elevators is as empty this morn-
ing as it was when I left the Chamber
last night about 10 o’clock.

I read in the New York Times this
morning, the front page, lead article:

And the White House, exceedingly eager to
support a law that promises to change the
welfare system, was sending increasingly
friendly signals about the bill.

I see my friend from Indiana, Senator
COATS, is on the floor. I know his view
will be different from mine on the bill.
But I recall that extraordinary address
he gave yesterday on civil society, cit-
ing such as Nathan Glazer and James
Q. Wilson, I, in response, quoted some
of their observations that we know we
have to do these things, but we do not
know how to do them. We are just at
the beginning of recognizing how pro-
found a question it is, as the Senator
so brilliantly set forth. But first, do no
harm. Do not pretend that you know
what you do not know. Look at the be-
ginnings of research and evaluation
that say, ‘‘Very hard, not clear.’’ Do
not hurt children on the basis of an
unproven theory and untested hypoth-
esis.

That is what the Senator was citing,
persons yesterday who said just that.
This morning, the Washington Post, in
its lead editorial, speaks of the struc-
ture of the bill being wrong, that a fun-
damental untruth lies at its heart.

Congress wants to claim that it is (1) doing
something about a whole series of social and
economic pathologies, while at the same
time (2) cutting spending. The nostrums, the
unsupported beliefs, the unsupported asser-
tions, are quite astounding.

White House spokesman Rahm
Emanuel yesterday told us things are
going well. I say once again there is
such a thing as resigning in Govern-
ment, and there comes a time when, if
principle matters at all, you resign.
People who resign on principle come
back; people whose real views are less
important than their temporary posi-
tion, ‘‘their brief authority,’’ as Shake-
speare once put it, disappear.

If that brief authority is more impor-
tant than the enduring principles of
protecting children and childhood, then
what is to be said of those who prefer
the one to the other? What is to be said
of a White House that was almost on
the edge of excess in its claims of em-
pathy and concern in the last Congress
but is now prepared to see things like
this happen in the present Congress?

All they want is, and I quote the
Washington Post, ‘‘some new money
for child care that may be sprinkled
onto this confection.’’

It will shame this Congress. It will
spoil the conservative revolution. The
Washington Post makes this clear. If
conservative means anything, it means
be careful, be thoughtful, and antici-
pate the unanticipated or understand
that things will happen that you do not
expect. And be very careful with the
lives of children.

I had no idea, Mr. President, how pro-
foundly what used to be known as lib-
eralism was shaken by the last elec-

tion. No President, Republican or Dem-
ocrat, in history, or 60 years’ history,
would dream of agreeing to the repeal
of title IV A of Social Security, the
provision for National Government for
children. Clearly, this administration
is contemplating just that.

I cannot understand how this could
be happening. It has never happened
before.

I make no claim to access. Hardly a
soul in the White House has talked to
me about this subject since it arose.
They know what I think and they know
what I would say; not about the par-
ticulars, but about the principle—the
principle. Does the Federal Govern-
ment maintain a commitment to State
programs providing aid to dependent
children?

It is not as if we had just a few. Ten
million is a round number, at any mo-
ment.

As George Will observes in his col-
umn, and the Washington Post edi-
torial refers to his column—the num-
bers are so extraordinary:

Here are the percentages of children on
AFDC at some point during 1993 in five
cities: Detroit (67), Philadelphia (57), Chicago
(46), New York (39), Los Angeles (38).

Then he cites this Senator:
‘‘There are * * * not enough social work-

ers, not enough nuns, not enough Salvation
Army workers’’ to care for children who
would be purged from the welfare rolls were
Congress to decree [and then Mr. Will says]
‘‘(as candidate Bill Clinton proposed) a two-
year limit for welfare eligibility.’’

The citation of Nicholas Eberstadt—
I have the honor to have been a col-
league of Mr. Eberstadt in a course en-
titled, ‘‘The Social Science and Social
Policy,’’ which was taught in the core
curriculum at Harvard University.
Nicholas Eberstadt, of Harvard and the
American Enterprise Institute, says:

Supposing today’s welfare policy incen-
tives to illegitimacy were transported back
in time to Salem, MA in, say, 1660. How
many additional illegitimate births would
have occurred in Puritan Salem? Few. Be-
cause the people of Salem in 1660 believed in
hell and believed that what today are called
disorganized lifestyles led to hell. Congress
cannot legislate useful attitudes.

I can say of my friend Mr. Eberstadt,
I do not know where his politics would
be, save they would be moderate, sen-
sible, based on research. He is a
thoughtful man; a demographer. He has
studied these things with great care.
And he, too, cannot comprehend na-
tional policy at this point.

Scholars have been working at these
issues for years now, and the more ca-
pable they are, the more tentative and
incremental their findings. I cited yes-
terday a research evaluation of a pro-
gram, now in its fifth year, of very in-
tensive counseling and training with
respect to the issue of teen births—
with no results. No results. It is a very
common encounter, when things as
profound in human character and be-
havior are dealt with. The capacity of
external influences to change it is so
very small.

And that we should think otherwise?
That men and women have stood in
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this Chamber and talked about a genu-
ine crisis—and there is that. And I
have said, if nothing else comes out of
this awful process, at least we will
have addressed the central subject. But
if it is that serious, how can we sup-
pose it will be changed by marginal
measures? It will not.

Are there no serious persons in the
administration who can say, ‘‘Stop,
stop right now? No. We won’t have this.
We agree with the Washington Post
that, ‘It would be an affirmation that
real welfare reform is both necessary
and possible. To get to that point, a
dangerous bill posing as the genuine
article must be defeated first.’ ’’ If not,
profoundly serious questions are raised
about the year to come?

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have Mr. Will’s column printed
in the RECORD and I yield the floor.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

WOMEN AND CHILDREN FIRST?
(By George F. Will)

As the welfare reform debate begins to
boil, the place to begin is with an elemental
fact: No child in America asked to be here.

Each was summoned into existence by the
acts of adults. And no child is going to be
spiritually improved by being collateral
damage in a bombardment of severities tar-
geted at adults who may or may not deserve
more severe treatment from the welfare sys-
tem.

Phil Gramm says welfare recipients are
people ‘‘in the wagon’’ who ought to get out
and ‘‘help the rest of us pull.’’ Well. Of the 14
million people receiving Aid to Families
with Dependent Children, 9 million are chil-
dren. Even if we get all these free riders into
wee harnesses, the wagon will not move
much faster.

Furthermore, there is hardly an individual
or industry in America that is not in some
sense ‘‘in the wagon,’’ receiving some federal
subvention. If everyone gets out, the wagon
may rocket along. But no one is proposing
that. Instead, welfare reform may give a
whole new meaning to the phrase ‘‘women
and children first.’’

Marx said that history’s great events ap-
pear twice, first as tragedy, then as farce.
Pat Moynihan worries that a tragedy visited
upon a vulnerable population three decades
ago may now recur, not as farce but again as
tragedy.

Moynihan was there on Oct. 31, 1963, when
President Kennedy, in his last signing cere-
mony, signed legislation to further the ‘‘de-
institutionalization’’ of the mentally ill. Ad-
vances in psychotropic drugs, combined with
‘‘community-based programs,’’ supposedly
would make possible substantial reductions
of the populations of mental institutions.

But the drugs were not as effective as had
been hoped, and community-based programs
never materialized in sufficient numbers and
sophistication. What materialized instead
were mentally ill homeless people. Moynihan
warns that welfare reform could produce a
similar unanticipated increase in children
sleeping on, and freezing to death on, grates.

Actually, cities will have to build more
grates. Here are the percentages of children
on AFDC at some point during 1993 in five
cities: Detroit (67), Philadelphia (57), Chicago
(46), New York (39), Los Angeles (38). ‘‘There
are,’’ says Moynihan, ‘‘not enough social
workers, not enough nuns, not enough Salva-
tion Army workers’’ to care for children who
would be purged from the welfare rolls were

Congress to decree (as candidate Bill Clinton
proposed) a two-year limit for welfare eligi-
bility.

Don’t worry, say the designers of a brave
new world, welfare recipients will soon be
working. However, 60 percent of welfare fam-
ilies—usually families without fathers—have
children under 6 years old. Who will care for
those children in the year 2000 if Congress
decrees that 50 percent of welfare recipients
must by then be in work programs? And
whence springs this conservative Congress’s
faith in work programs?

Much of the welfare population has no fam-
ily memory of regular work, and little of the
social capital of habits and disciplines that
come with work. Life in, say, Chicago’s Rob-
ert Taylor housing project produces what so-
ciologist Emil Durkheim called ‘‘a dust of
individuals,’’ not an employable population.
A 1994 Columbia University study concluded
that most welfare mothers are negligibly
educated and emotionally disturbed, and 40
percent are serious drug abusers. Small won-
der a Congressional Budget Office study esti-
mated an annual cost of $3,000 just for mon-
itoring each workfare enrollee—in addition
to the bill for training to give such people
elemental skills.

Moynihan says that a two-year limit for
welfare eligibility, and work requirements,
might have worked 30 years ago, when the
nation’s illegitimacy rate was 5 percent, but
today it is 33 percent. Don’t worry, say re-
formers, we’ll take care of that by tinkering
with the incentives: There will be no pay-
ments for additional children born while the
mother is on welfare.

But Nicholas Eberstadt of Harvard and the
American Enterprise Institute says: Suppose
today’s welfare policy incentives to illegit-
imacy were transported back in time to
Salem, Mass., in 1660. How many additional
illegitimate births would have occurred in
Puritan Salem? Few, because the people of
Salem in 1660 believed in hell and believed
that what today are called ‘‘disorganized
lifestyles’’ led to hell. Congress cannot legis-
late useful attitudes.

Moynihan, who spent August writing his
annual book at his farm in Delaware County,
N.Y., notes that in 1963 that county’s illegit-
imacy rate was 3.8 percent and today is 32
percent—amost exactly the national aver-
age. And no one knows why the county
(which is rural and 98.8 percent white) or the
nation has so changed.

Hence no one really knows what to do
about it. Conservatives say, well, nothing
could be worse than the current system.
They are underestimating their ingenuity.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SHELBY). The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
will be very brief. I thank my colleague
from New York. For me, personally,
having an opportunity to be on the
floor while Senator MOYNIHAN speaks is
a real honor. We actually go back a
ways—not that we knew each other
personally, but I assigned many of his
books in my classes, ranging from
‘‘Maximum Feasible Misunderstand-
ing’’ to ‘‘The Politics of the Guaran-
teed Income.’’

It is interesting, once upon a time,
back in 1970 or thereabouts, we were
not on the same side. We had disagree-
ments. He was the one who was nation-
ally renowned then. I was a college
teacher and I always respected Profes-
sor MOYNIHAN, and Senator MOYNIHAN,
for his views. But at this point in time,
having just listened to what he said, I
cannot even begin to tell him how

much respect I have. His voice is a very
powerful and eloquent voice.

I must say, I think the silence from
the White House on this question is
deafening. Let me just repeat that one
more time: The silence from the White
House on this question is just deafen-
ing. You just cannot have it both ways,
Mr. President. You cannot keep talk-
ing about children and you cannot keep
talking about how you are for children
and turn your gaze away from this
process and what we are about to do
here in the U.S. Senate.

Colleagues are coming in. It may be
difficult to take a lot more time. I do
not want to delay this process. But as
we have gone forward in this debate, I
think the thing that saddens me and
also angers me—sometimes I am more
saddened than angered, sometimes I
am more angered than saddened—is not
just the question that Senator MOY-
NIHAN has raised, which is, we do not
know, we are about to make policy
without understanding, coming any-
where close to understanding the ef-
fects of what we are doing. That is, I
think, what George Will was trying to
say today. But I also feel, and I will be
a little bit more, not harsh, but critical
of some of my colleagues, I also feel
that all too often Senators have come
to the floor and have repeated essen-
tially the same stereotypes.

It is not just what we do not know. In
fact, we do know some things. It is as
if people do not, kind of, want to face
up to this at all. All this discussion
about out-of-wedlock births and what I
consider to be and what I think every
colleague considers to be a fundamen-
tal problem, a challenge to be dealt
with, or question, why children have
children, that is a complicated ques-
tion. That is a complicated question.
That is what my colleague from New
York is trying to say.

But from a lot of the statistics that
have been recited out on the floor and
a lot of the discussion, you would think
that we are talking about exclusively a
problem with AFDC. It is societal wide,
yet it gets mixed up, apples and or-
anges, all the time.

I have heard figures spelled out on
the cost of welfare where I think every-
thing was lumped in. You would think
it was the aid to families with depend-
ent children that built up $5 trillion of
debt and was responsible for the annual
budget deficits and all the rest. This is
not true.

You would think from this discussion
that these enormously high benefits—
when not one State has welfare bene-
fits combined with food stamps, even
up to the official definition of pov-
erty—were causing women to plan to
have more children. But there is no
evidence for that at all.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. None.
Mr. WELLSTONE. In fact, yesterday

I asked my colleague, I said, let us
take a look at some correlations State
by State. I asked, ‘‘Is there any cor-
relation?’’ We learned, in fact, there is
an inverse correlation. Those States
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with the lowest benefits tend to have
families with more children. The low-
est benefit States have the highest
rates of illegitimate children.

So, Mr. President, I think that we
are being very reckless with the lives
of children. I think what the Senate is
about to do over the next couple of
days, barring major changes for the
better, is very reckless with the lives
of children. And in many ways I think
it is amounting to nothing more than
just bashing because, as I have said be-
fore, these mothers do not have the re-
sources to get on NBC, CBS, and ABC
and fight some of these stereotypes.

We want reform. But I have heard
precious little discussion about the
whole issue of job training, jobs, afford-
able child care, and moving forward on
health care reform, not just for welfare
mothers but other families as well. I
have heard precious little of that.

So, Mr. President, for me the bottom
line is—and I understand the climate.
It has been just a one-sided flow of in-
formation. I said, earlier, I say to my
colleague, I was at the Minnesota State
Fair. I love to be at the State fair. Al-
most half of the State’s population is
there in 12 days. I like interacting with
people. It is my nature to like people.
I had lots of people come up to me and
talk about welfare. And people really
do believe we have to drive all these
cheaters off the rolls and slackers back
to work. People do not necessarily re-
alize that 9 million of those 15 million
on welfare are children. But I think
when you talk to people they will say
to you we are for the reform but we do
not want you to punish children.

The direction we are going in is going
to punish children. It will—and I do not
exaggerate—end up taking food out of
the mouths of hungry children. It is
not what we should be about. And if
there ever was a moment for the Presi-
dent to show leadership, it is now. If
there ever was a moment for the Presi-
dent of the United States of America to
show leadership—and leadership to me
is calling on people to be their own
best selves, not appeal to the fears and
to the frustrations of people—and spell
out for people the facts and provide an
education for people in the United
States of America about what real re-
form would be which would benefit
children as opposed to hurting chil-
dren, it is now. The silence of the
White House on this question is deafen-
ing.

As a Senator from Minnesota, I feel
that I owe a lot to the Senator from
New York for his courage, his wisdom,
his eloquence, and his power.

I yield the floor.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I do

not want to keep the floor further than
to say no one has given more of his ca-
reer to this subject than the Senator
from Minnesota. He has been at the
barricades and in the lecture halls and
the State fairs on the subject. He is an
authority on this subject. He speaks
with profound conviction.

I thank him for his courtesy to me,
and I plead. There is no one in the

White House to hear what he has said.
Before the day is ending, we will per-
haps know more. But we began the day
on the right track.

Mr. President, I see my friend from
Pennsylvania has arrived. I do believe
our procedures can commence.

I yield the floor.
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, not

to disappoint the Senator from New
York, but I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2584, AS MODIFIED

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to send a modi-
fied amendment to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment is so modified.

The amendment (No. 2584), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the end of the amendment, insert the
following new title:

TITLE —PROTECTION OF BATTERED
INDIVIDUALS

SEC. 01. EXEMPTION OF BATTERED INDIVID-
UALS FROM CERTAIN REQUIRE-
MENTS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of, or amendment made by,
this Act, the applicable administering au-
thority of any specified provision may ex-
empt from (or modify) the application of
such provision to any individual who was
battered or subjected to extreme cruelty if
the physical, mental, or emotional well-
being of the individual would be endangered
by the application of such provision to such
individual. The applicable administering au-
thority may take into consideration the
family circumstances and the counseling and
other supportive service needs of the individ-
ual.

(b) SPECIFIED PROVISIONS.—For purposes of
this section, the term ‘‘specified provision’’
means any requirement, limitation, or pen-
alty under any of the following:

(1) Sections 404, 405 (a) and (b), 406 (b), (c),
and (d), 414(d), 453(c), 469A, and 1614(a)(1) of
the Social Security Act.

(2) Sections 5(i) and 6 (d), (j), and (n) of the
Food Stamp Act of 1977.

(3) Sections 501(a) and 502 of this Act.
(c) DEFINITIONS AND SPECIAL RULES.—For

purposes of this section—
(1) BATTERED OR SUBJECTED TO EXTREME

CRUELTY.—The term ‘‘battered or subjected
to extreme cruelty’’ includes, but is not lim-
ited to—

(A) physical acts resulting in, or threaten-
ing to result in, physical injury;

(B) sexual abuse, sexual activity involving
a dependent child, forcing the caretaker rel-
ative of a dependent child to engage in
nonconsensual sexual acts or activities, or
threats of or attempts at physical or sexual
abuse;

(C) mental abuse; and
(D) neglect or deprivation of medical care.
(2) CALCULATION OF PARTICIPATION RATES.—

An individual exempted from the work re-
quirements under section 404 of the Social
Security Act by reason of subsection (a)
shall not be included for purposes of cal-

culating the State’s participation rate under
such section.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be now 10
minutes of debate equally divided on
the Wellstone amendment, as modified,
to be followed by a vote on or in rela-
tion to the amendment.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
thank the Chair.

Mr. President, I shall be brief because
I believe we have now worked this out
and that this amendment will be ac-
cepted. I am in fact very pleased about
it.

Mr. President, let me just for a mo-
ment kind of spell out for my col-
leagues what this amendment does.
Every 15 seconds a woman is beaten by
a husband or a boyfriend in the United
States of America. That is a horrible
statistic. But unfortunately, it is a
fact. Over 4,000 women are killed every
year by their abuser and every 6 min-
utes a woman is forcibly raped.

My concern, when I introduced this
amendment last night with Senator
MURRAY, was that with our various re-
quirements we would not unwittingly
put States in a position where they es-
sentially end up forcing women back
into very dangerous homes.

In other words, the way to summa-
rize it, it took Monica Seles 2 years to
get back on the tennis court. Imagine
what it would be like if you were beat-
en over and over and over again. When
would you be able to get into a job pro-
gram? When would you be able to get
back on your own two feet? Quite often
children are also severely affected by
this.

My amendment allows States to ex-
empt people who have been battered or
subjected to extreme cruelty from
some of these rules that we now have
within the welfare system without
being penalized for not meeting their
participation rate. In other words, if
States want to make an exemption for
a woman, or sometimes a man, who has
come from a very violent home and has
been battered, a State will be able to
do so and a State will be penalized in
no way.

Mr. President, this is extremely im-
portant because I believe that in order
for us to make sure that we do not send
battered women back into violent
homes, States absolutely have to be
able to do this without being penalized
in any way, shape, or form.

I also believe this amendment being
passed will enable our States to put a
focus on this question for not only bat-
tered women shelters and the advo-
cates, but I think increasingly the
larger number of citizens.

So I thank my colleagues for accept-
ing this amendment.

I yield the floor.
Mr. MOYNIHAN addressed the Chair.
Does the Senator wish to urge adop-

tion?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the

Senator yield back the remainder of
his time?

Mr. WELLSTONE. I do.



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATES 13562 September 14, 1995
I urge adoption of my amendment.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Pennsylvania has 5 minutes.
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I

rise to say we accept the amendment,
as modified, and allow the Senator to
continue with the adoption of the
amendment.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
urge adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is now on agreeing to amend-
ment No. 2584, as modified.

The amendment (No. 2584), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. NICKLES. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2609

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 10
minutes of debate equally divided on
the Faircloth amendment, No. 2609, to
be followed by a vote on or in relation
to the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Mr. President, my
pending amendment modifies a provi-
sion in the Dole bill which allows Fed-
eral funds to be used for cash aid to un-
married teenage mothers.

The sole purpose of this amendment
is designed to disrupt the pattern of
out-of-wedlock childbearing that is
passing from one generation to the
next. My amendment seeks to stop giv-
ing cash aid that rewards
multigenerational welfare dependency.

Let us be clear what the Dole bill
currently does. The bill says you can
use Federal funds to give vouchers or
inkind benefits to an unmarried teen-
age mother or you can use funds to put
the mother in a supervised group home.
That is fine, and we have all agreed
upon that.

The Dole bill then goes on to say that
you can use Federal funds to give cash
benefits to unmarried teenage mothers
if that mother resides with her parent.

We need to be very clear what type of
household we are putting cash into. In
this household, there will be three peo-
ple. First, the newborn child; second,
the unmarried teenage mother of that
child; and third, the mother of the
teenager who has the child, or the
grandmother, the adult, in other
words, in charge of the household.

The problem with this scenario is
that the adult woman, the mother of
the teenager, the grandmother of the
new child, the person in charge of the
operation, the one we are depending
upon for supervision of the unmarried
teenage mother is very likely either to
be or have been an unmarried welfare
mother herself. It is very likely that
this adult mother gave birth to the
teenager out of wedlock some 15 to 16
years ago and raised her at least partly
on welfare. The young teenager giving
birth out of wedlock is simply repeat-

ing the pattern and model which her
mother laid down.

Let me remind you of a few public
statistics to confirm what I am saying.
A girl who is raised in a single-parent
home on welfare is five times more
likely to have a child out of wedlock
herself than is a girl raised in a two-
parent home without welfare. Roughly
two-thirds of all the unwed teenage
mothers were raised in broken or sin-
gle-parent homes.

The amendment I am offering is in-
tended to break up the lethal growing
pattern of multigenerational illegit-
imacy and welfare dependency. That is
the purpose, to try to break the cycle.
The current amendment follows the
same basic rule on teenage mothers as
the Dole bill, which says you cannot
use Federal funds to give cash aid, a
check in the mail to a teenage mother
unless that teenage mother resides
with her parents or another adult rel-
ative.

My amendment maintains that same
rule but adds only the one limitation,
and the limitation states that an un-
married teenage mother cannot receive
Federal aid, that is a check in the
mail, if the parent or adult relative the
teenager is living with herself had a
child out of wedlock and has recently
received aid to families with dependent
children.

The teenage mother cannot get cash
aid, cannot get a check in the mail if
she is residing with a parent who her-
self has had a child out of wedlock and
was a welfare mother and has recently
received aid to families with dependent
children.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator from North Carolina has
expired. The Senator from North Caro-
lina had 5 minutes.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. I ask unanimous
consent for an additional minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from North Carolina.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. The teenager in
those circumstances could receive a
voucher or federally funded inkind aid,
but she could not get a Federal welfare
check in the mail.

I want to stress that this does not
prevent teenage mothers from living at
home or from receiving noncash bene-
fits. Of course, this restriction applies
only to Federal funds. A State can use
its money to send a check in the mail
to anyone it wants.

If you vote against this amendment,
you are voting to give cash aid to
multigenerational welfare households.
If you vote against this amendment,
you are voting to subsidize and pro-
mote multigeneration illegitimacy.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time? The Senator from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Pennsylvania.
Mr. SANTORUM. Mr. President, I

ask for the yeas and nays on the
Faircloth amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. SANTORUM. I yield back the re-

mainder of my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is now on agreeing to the
Faircloth amendment. The yeas and
nays have been ordered. The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

THOMAS). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber who desire to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 17,
nays 83, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 422 Leg.]
YEAS—17

Ashcroft
Brown
Faircloth
Gramm
Grams
Helms

Inhofe
Lott
McCain
McConnell
Nickles
Pressler

Shelby
Smith
Stevens
Thompson
Thurmond

NAYS—83

Abraham
Akaka
Baucus
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns
Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Dole
Domenici

Dorgan
Exon
Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Frist
Glenn
Gorton
Graham
Grassley
Gregg
Harkin
Hatch
Hatfield
Heflin
Hollings
Hutchison
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Lautenberg

Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lugar
Mack
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan
Murkowski
Murray
Nunn
Packwood
Pell
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Simon
Simpson
Snowe
Specter
Thomas
Warner
Wellstone

So the amendment (No. 2609) was re-
jected.

AMENDMENT NO. 2528

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be 10
minutes of debate, equally divided, on
the Conrad amendment No. 2528, to be
followed by a vote on or in relation to
the amendment.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that we be able to
temporarily set aside the Conrad-
Lieberman amendment because we
have a request from the other side that
we do that so that we perhaps have a
chance to work things out before a
vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?
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Without objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2581

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be 10
minutes of debate, equally divided, on
the Jeffords amendment No. 2581, to be
followed by a vote on or in relation to
the amendment.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The Senator from Vermont is recog-
nized.

Mr. JEFFORDS. Mr. President, I of-
fered this amendment on behalf of my-
self, Senator SIMPSON, Senator SNOWE
and, I believe, Senator CHAFEE. I have
not had time to gather others who, I
am sure, want to cosponsor it.

This is an important amendment. I
hope that my colleagues will listen
carefully to what this does. It is an
amendment with all the good inten-
tions in the world and something that
we all believe in—that we should re-
duce the out-of-wedlock births. It
hopes to do this by giving an incentive
to States to do things to try and reduce
it and be rewarded if they are success-
ful. What it does is says we shall care-
fully—keep track of what I say—set as
a baseline the year 1995, and we will
draw the baseline for each State on the
number of abortions which were per-
formed in that State and also the num-
ber of out-of-wedlock births that occur
during that period of time. That might
be well, but I would have to point out
that such statistics do not exist in any
valid form. So we will be establishing a
baseline, first of all, that really we do
not have any idea whether it is valid or
not.

Then it says that if you reduce your
out-of-wedlock births by 1 percent and
you do not increase your abortions,
then you will be rewarded with a 5-per-
cent increase in the amount of money
you receive across the board for wel-
fare. If you do it by 2 percent, you will
get a 10 percent. That may sound good,
too, but remember, to start with we do
not have any baseline that we have any
accuracy with.

What it does is also create an incen-
tive for the States to find all sorts of
things to do in order to try and get
below that. CBO scores it at a cost of
$75 million over 7 years. In their view,
nothing will happen, basically, because
if it is successful, the cost will be $1.6
billion a year—$1.6 billion a year for
which there is no appropriation; so it
will come out of something else be-
cause it is an entitlement.

I point out that both the pro-life
groups, if not all of them, but also pro-
choice groups are opposed to this
amendment for many different reasons.
First of all, since we have no baseline,

it is going to be difficult to know as to
whether or not anything happened.
Second, since it refers only to in-State
abortions and in-State out-of-wedlock
births, that does not include those that
go across the border. So you open up
serious problems with respect to ma-
nipulation of statistics.

There is no reporting process now for
abortion. There is no definition of what
an abortion is in the bill.

What is an abortion? Is it an IUD? Is
it a D and C? What is it? We do not
know. The statistics are all over the
place.

The States will see that goal out
there—and keep in mind that if it is to-
tally successful, it will cost $1.6 billion
a year and we will only reduce the out-
of-wedlock births by 2 percent over the
whole period of time.

If you are successful the first year
and you stay at that level below the
baseline, you pick up this thing for the
whole 7 years, the 5 years of the bill
and accomplish nothing more.

And, I point out, you have letters
given to you from the Catholic Char-
ities, who are very much against this.
They think it will increase the number
of abortions. The pro-choice have
looked at this as an intervention into
privacy.

Also, it includes not just welfare in-
dividuals; it includes all of your popu-
lation. This means you will have to re-
port out-of-wedlock births from every
family that has that occur.

These things are really disruptive. I
hope that we will defeat this provision
of the bill. I ask for support of my
amendment.

I reserve the remainder of my time.
Mr. ABRAHAM. I yield myself 2 min-

utes. Mr. President, if this amendment
succeeds, we will have nothing left in
this bill geared to the problem of ille-
gitimacy that virtually every Member
of this Senate has talked about and de-
scribed is a problem in their State.

This portion of the bill creates incen-
tives for States to attack this issue
head on. I believe the criticisms, al-
though well intentioned, do not justify
turning our backs on this problem. The
fact that it may cost more if States
across America, every single State
brings down its illegitimacy rate, it
may cost $1 billion more in bonuses,
does not reflect the total price tag and
the success we would have if this were
to be achieved.

The fact is this is a priority issue. It
deserves, in terms of our funding prior-
ities, to be placed high on the priority
list. If we succeed, I think we will save
more in dollars and lives than any bo-
nuses we will pay to the States.

Further, I think some of the concerns
that have been raised as to definitions
are addressed in the legislation as it
has been brought to the floor. The Sec-
retary has given quite a bit of latitude
to determine definitions as well as to
determine whether or not the numbers
have been in any way gained in order
to allow States to capture advantage of
the bonus undeservedly.

Finally, I just would say if we strip
this provision from the bill, we will
have to go back and explain to our con-
stituents why we did not do one signifi-
cant thing to address the No. 1 social
problem in America today. Arguments
in favor of this amendment do not, in
my judgment, justify turning our
backs on this issue.

Mr. President, I yield 2 minutes to
the Senator from North Carolina.

Mr. FAIRCLOTH. Thank you, Mr.
President. We are now debating a pro-
vision of the Dole bill that addresses il-
legitimacy but is not at all directive or
proscriptive. The provision which the
amendment by Senator JEFFORDS seeks
to strike is a simple provision that re-
wards a State for reducing its illegit-
imacy ratio, the percentage of total
births which are out of wedlock.

This provision taken from the House
welfare reform bill says if a State de-
creases its illegitimacy ratio without
increasing its abortion rate, we will in-
crease the AFDC block grant by up to
10 percent.

That is what we all agree that we
want. We want a reduction in out-of-
wedlock births as long as it is not ac-
complished by an increase in abortions.

We do not tell the States how to re-
duce illegitimacy. We simply say, ‘‘You
come up with a successful way to re-
duce it, and we will give you more
money.’’

The provision has three elements. We
set a goal: reducing illegitimacy. We
give the States maximum flexibility in
meeting that goal. Third, we provide a
financial reward for meeting the goal.

If the Jeffords amendment succeeds,
the illegitimacy reduction bonus mech-
anism is struck, the Dole bill will have
no provision to reduce illegitimacy at
all. We will not have real welfare re-
form.

We do not address the crisis of out-of-
wedlock births. I thought that is what
we came to address and to do some-
thing about, was illegitimacy, and ev-
erything that comes up to reduce it we
vote down.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
the Jeffords amendment.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. President, I
yield 1 minute to the Senator from
Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, it was
argued yesterday that no one could es-
tablish a relationship between giving
people money to do something and
then seeing them do it.

In fact, the proponent of this argu-
ment stated that if you believe that
people do more of something when you
pay them to do it, then you must also
believe in the tooth fairy. No more
nonsensical statement was ever made
on the floor of the U.S. Senate than
that.

One-third of all the babies born in
America today are born out of wedlock.
The largest single explanation of why
that is the case is that we give larger
and larger cash payments to people
who have more and more babies on wel-
fare.
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Yesterday, we lost on our effort to

stop that suicidal national policy. Now
we have an effort to strike the last re-
maining provision in this bill, a provi-
sion that says simply that if States are
able, through their own reforms, to
deal with the greatest welfare crisis we
face, illegitimacy, that we will give
them a bonus for their success.

Now we have an amendment that
says strike that bonus and eliminate
the last remaining effort to deal with
illegitimacy. It is very important that
this amendment be defeated.

I urge my colleagues to reject it.
Mr. JEFFORDS. I yield the balance

of my time to the Senator from Wyo-
ming.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 30 seconds.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the amendment in-
troduced by my colleague from Ver-
mont. This amendment would strike
the so-called ‘‘illegitimacy ratio’’ from
the welfare bill. Let me just say obvi-
ously it is a difficult amendment, obvi-
ously a difficult area, a laudable pur-
suit, but I represent a state that values
confidentiality and privacy and am
greatly concerned about the inaccu-
racy of the data collection.

I do agree with the Senator from Ver-
mont when he says that ‘‘federal
strings often do not produce the de-
sired behavior modifications and can
even produce unintended negative re-
sults.’’ I think this ratio is a clear ex-
ample of just that.

We all agree that the intentions of
such a provision are in every way laud-
able, however, the implementation of
such a ratio is what concerns me. We
all want to reduce the number of out-
of-wedlock births in this country.
Every one of us. This issue is of major
concern and needs to be addressed at
all levels of government. I want to
commend my colleagues for bringing
this important issue to our attention.

However, as a legislator who is pro-
choice, I remain concerned that this
ratio will actually hinder women from
receiving abortions if and when they
choose to do so. States possibly could
actually restrict access to abortions in
order to ensure that their abortion rate
does not increase. Making abortions
more difficult to obtain would obvi-
ously help to lower the abortion rate
and that is the part that greatly con-
cerns me.

In addition, coming from a state that
so greatly values confidentiality and
privacy—the right to be alone. I am
greatly concerned about the inaccu-
racy of the data collection. We do not
have reporting requirements on abor-
tions in my State for physicians or
public health officials. The physicians
in Wyoming fiercely value their ano-
nymity in this matter. The State does
not seek more accurate reporting from
them for fear of violence.

Wyoming has four abortion providers
and access is very much a huge prob-
lem. In fact, most women in Wyoming
travel to Colorado or Montana if they

choose to have an abortion. Privacy is
such an overwhelming concern in Wyo-
ming, especially in our small towns.
This ‘‘ratio’’ simply would not be an
accurate indicator of abortions in any
State for this very reason. Colorado
and Montana’s ratios would be skewed
since they would have to account for
the women who do travel to their
States to have abortions. This is not a
problem isolated to the Rocky Moun-
tain States—this occurs across the
country in every single rural and fron-
tier area.

So I remain deeply concerned about
the lack of reporting procedures that
currently exist, and this amendment
will only aggravate this problem. It
does not provide for any additional
funding for States to set up the exten-
sive reporting procedures that will be
needed in order to calculate this ratio.
If we pass this ratio provision, we will
in fact be passing on another unfunded
mandate to the States.

We should all deal honestly with the
issues of teenage pregnancy and illegit-
imacy, but there are so many other
ways to address these matters includ-
ing appropriate sex education in the
schools, if I might add.

For these reasons, I urge passage of
this amendment.

Mr. ABRAHAM. I yield the balance of
my time to the Senator from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. SANTORUM. Let me say there is
always an excuse not to deal with this
issue. If we do not adopt this amend-
ment, there will be nothing on illegit-
imacy in this.

We have heard great speeches, what
an important problem this is. If we do
not reject the Jeffords amendment,
there will be nothing in this bill to deal
with what everybody thinks is the
most pressing problem that we have to
face.

We should quit finding excuses to do
nothing.

Mr. DOLE. If I may use 2 minutes of
my leader time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has that right.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me
speak to my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle.

I think there is a tendency for
amendments offered by Democrats
being voted for by Democrats, and
maybe the other way, too.

This amendment makes a great deal
of sense, not the amendment of the
Senator from Vermont but the amend-
ment in the bill. It was worked out
very carefully after a lot of consulta-
tion by a lot of people to make certain
that we were not doing some of the
things that have been stated here.

It is up to the States; it is up to the
Governors. We have talked about re-
turning power to the Governors, power
to the States. Democrat or Republican
Governors—we have not made any dis-
tinction.

Everybody has railed about illegit-
imacy. Mr. President, one out of three
births is out of wedlock.

This is a very important amendment.
It is in the House bill. We do not see
any reason it should not be in this bill.
That is why we put it in the Dole
amendment to start with.

I would hope my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle would take a look at
what we are trying to do. Why not re-
ward a State? Why not reward a Gov-
ernor, Governor Edgar from Illinois or
Governor Thompson or Governor
Romer, whoever it may be, if they can
devise a plan to reduce the illegitimacy
rate?

That is what this amendment is all
about. It is straightforward.

I do not see any pitfalls described by
the Senator from Wyoming or the Sen-
ator from Vermont. I hope we could de-
feat the amendment of the Senator
from Vermont and keep this provision
in the bill.

I can tell you, I will be a conferee
when we ever go to conference on this.
This is going to be very important. If
we are serious about illegitimacy, this
is an opportunity to demonstrate it. It
is not partisan; not Democrat, not Re-
publican, not conservative, not any-
thing, as far as I know, except an hon-
est effort to deal with a very serious
problem.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. Will the Senator from
Kansas yield for a question?

Mr. DOLE. Yes.
Mr. GRAHAM. The Senator from

Kansas yields for a question? As I read
the amendment that is in the bill, it
provides a bonus of 5 percent of your
State grant if you reduce illegitimacy
by 1 percent, and 10 percent if you re-
duce it by 2 percent. Is that correct?

Mr. DOLE. That is correct.
Mr. GRAHAM. Does that mean that,

for instance in the District of Colum-
bia, they would get 11 times as much
actual money for the reduction of ille-
gitimacy as would, for instance, the
State of Mississippi, since they get 11
times as much block grant per poor
child in the District of Columbia than
in the State?

Mr. DOLE. I would have to check
that. I am talking about principle. You
are talking about formula.

Mr. GRAHAM. The principle? If the
goal is to accomplish the objective,
why could it not have been stated in an
absolute amount as opposed to a per-
centage of a block grant, which is very
different from State to State?

Mr. DOLE. We might entertain a
modification if the Senator has one.

Mr. GRAHAM. Is there a policy rea-
son why the State has a percent of a
block grant as opposed to an absolute
number?

Mr. DOLE. I think it is going to be
more difficult to administer, too, if
you make it absolute. But I want to
stick to the principle. Maybe the Sen-
ator has an idea. He can offer an
amendment later on. But in my view,
this is a very simple straightforward
amendment. It is in the bill.
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I do not have an answer to the Sen-

ator from Florida without checking,
whether it might be a good idea or
might not be a good idea. But let us
vote on the amendment and then, if the
Senator has some change he would like
to make, I will be happy to entertain
it.

Mr. KERRY. Will the Senator yield
for a question?

Mr. DOLE. No, I am ready to vote.
Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and

nays.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a

sufficient second?
There is a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question now occurs on the Jeffords
amendment No. 2581, up or down. This
will be a 10-minute vote.

The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.
The result was announced—yeas 37,

nays 63, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 423 Leg.]

YEAS—37

Akaka
Baucus
Bradley
Breaux
Campbell
Chafee
Cohen
Dodd
Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Glenn
Harkin

Hatfield
Hollings
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kohl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun

Moynihan
Murray
Packwood
Pell
Robb
Sarbanes
Simon
Simpson
Snowe
Specter
Wellstone

NAYS—63

Abraham
Ashcroft
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman
Bond
Boxer
Brown
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns
Byrd
Coats
Cochran
Conrad
Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
Daschle
DeWine
Dole

Domenici
Dorgan
Exon
Faircloth
Frist
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grams
Grassley
Gregg
Hatch
Heflin
Helms
Hutchison
Inhofe
Kempthorne
Kerry
Kyl
Levin
Lieberman

Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Murkowski
Nickles
Nunn
Pressler
Pryor
Reid
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Shelby
Smith
Stevens
Thomas
Thompson
Thurmond
Warner

So the amendment (No. 2581) was re-
jected.

AMENDMENT NO. 2535

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order there will now be 10
minutes of debate equally divided on
the Dorgan amendment, numbered 2535,
to be followed by a vote on or in rela-
tion to the amendment.

The Senator from North Dakota.
Mr. DORGAN. I thank the Chair very

much.
This is amendment No. 2535. Mr.

President, this amendment is a sense-
of-the-Senate, modeled after the re-
quirement in the new unfunded man-
date law that we passed earlier this
year. The Congressional Budget Office
under this amendment that I offer on
behalf of myself, Senator GLENN, and
Senator GRAHAM is asked to report to

the Senate prior to a vote on the con-
ference report on the cost to the States
of complying with the work require-
ments and any other mandate com-
pared to the amount of money provided
in the bill for complying with the re-
quirements, and as well they are asked
to give us an estimate of the number of
States which would opt to pay the pen-
alty rather than raise the additional
revenue necessary to meet these re-
quirements.

Mr. President, the reason this is nec-
essary is the Department of Health and
Human Services has estimated that the
cost to the States of meeting the work
requirement in this bill will exceed the
funds provided in the Dole plan by
about $17 billion over 7 years. So the
States will be forced to either raise
some taxes or cut some spending in
other areas by $17 billion in order to
comply with the requirements in the
Dole bill.

Alternatively, they could simply
abandon the work requirement. They
could abandon the effort to meet these
work requirement goals and they could
instead pay a modest penalty—modest
as compared to the $17 billion. The pen-
alty would be about $6 billion.

The Congressional Budget Office has
concluded that most States will opt to
pay the penalty. In fact, the Congres-
sional Budget Office has estimated that
probably only 10 to 15 States will meet
the work requirements, meaning 35 to
40 States will pay the penalty.

What does that mean? It means that
we will not accomplish the central
function of one of the things we want
to do in this bill, and that is move peo-
ple from the welfare rolls to work. This
is in my judgment either then an un-
funded mandate of significant quantity
or it will fail in the primary objective
of moving people off welfare and to a
job.

The law we passed a few short
months ago indicated we ought not do
any of these things unless we under-
stand what we are asking others to do
in terms of unfunded mandates. This
amendment is very simple. Before we
vote on the conference report, let us
have a report by the CBO of what kind
of an unfunded mandate exists here,
how many States will comply with the
work requirement and what we can ex-
pect from this legislation.

Mr. President, how much time do I
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes and 25 seconds.

Mr. DORGAN. Let me yield 11⁄2 min-
utes to Senator GLENN from Ohio.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

Mr. GLENN. I thank my colleague. I
am glad to be a cosponsor of this
amendment. What the Senator has said
is that early this year we passed the
unfunded mandates bill. We said no
longer were we going to just throw
things back on the States and say you
take care of it; we are putting the re-
quirement out there with no money.
And yet that is exactly what we are
doing right now in this bill.

I know the unfunded mandates bill
does not kick in with all of its require-
ments until January 1 next year. With
this bill, we are requiring States to
place 50 percent of welfare recipients
on the work rolls by 2002. We are re-
quiring job training, placement, edu-
cation. Work requirement will be an-
other $1.9 billion on State governments
per year, 3.3 to cover child care costs,
and so on, required for the Dole bill.

I do not know how the balance comes
out, where increased flexibility lets
them save some money and how this
balances out, but this could wind up as
a giant, giant unfunded mandate on the
States, and so I am very glad to sup-
port my colleague’s proposal. If we are
in keeping with the philosophy and
principles of S. 1, the first bill that we
passed this year, we should not be sad-
dling State and local governments with
these new welfare requirements with-
out knowing exactly what we are
doing.

I thank the Senator.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I happen to

agree with the Senator from Ohio and
the Senator from North Dakota. We
ought to find out what it costs, what-
ever impact it may have.

I am prepared to accept the amend-
ment. I yield back my time.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I am
satisfied with that. I appreciate the co-
operation of the majority leader.

I yield back my time.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment 2535.

The amendment (No. 2535) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2589

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will be a 10-
minute debate equally divided on the
McCain amendment No. 2589 to be fol-
lowed by a vote on or in relation to the
amendment. That will be a 10-minute
vote.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, as I under-
stand it, we are on the McCain amend-
ment which I believe is acceptable on
both sides. So I yield back the time on
this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no objection——

Mr. CHAFEE. Could we have a de-
scription of the McCain amendment?

Mr. DOLE. I have been advised the
purpose of the amendment is to provide
for child support enforcement agree-
ments between the States and Indian
tribes or tribal organizations.

It provides for child support enforce-
ment agreements between the States
and Indian tribes and tribal organiza-
tions. I think the same thing that ap-
plies to States now applies to tribal or-
ganizations. As I understand, there is
no problem with the amendment.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, I
am pleased today to join Senators
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MCCAIN and INOUYE as a cosponsor of
an amendment that would further the
goals of strengthening child support
enforcement activities by encouraging
State governments with Indian tribes
within their borders to enter into coop-
erative agreements for the delivery of
child support enforcement services in
Indian country.

Mr. President, this amendment would
give the Secretary of the Department
of Health and Human Services, in spe-
cific instances, the authority to pro-
vide direct Federal funding to Indian
tribes operating an approved child sup-
port enforcement plan. This approach
is consistent with the government-to-
government relationship between trib-
al governments and the Federal Gov-
ernment. Further, this approach to
child support enforcement in Indian
country is supported by the National
Council of State Child Support En-
forcement Administrators.

Mr. President, title IV–D of the So-
cial Security Act was enacted to assist
all children in obtaining support and
moving out of poverty. Yet it has been
of little assistance to Indian children
residing in Indian country because
under title IV–D, only States are eligi-
ble to receive Federal funds to operate
title IV–D programs. The regulations
implementing this act restrict States
from providing services to Indian chil-
dren on reservations.

State child support program adminis-
trators have attempted to meet the
goals of child support enforcement by
extending their efforts to Indian coun-
try, but the administrative and juris-
dictional hurdles have made it all but
impossible to get these services to need
Indian children.

Finally, Mr. President, in 1992, the
Interstate Commission of Child Sup-
port Enforcement recommended that
the Congress address this problem
through Federal legislation. It is time
for America’s neediest children to re-
ceive child support enforcement serv-
ices.

AMENDMENT NO. 2589

Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, I thank
my colleagues, Senators INOUYE,
WELLSTONE, DOMENICI, and DASCHLE,
for joining me in offering this impor-
tant amendment. The amendment that
I and my colleagues are offering today
would further the goals of enforcing
child support enforcement activities by
encouraging, not mandating, State
governments, with Indian lands within
their borders, to enter into cooperative
agreements with Indian tribal govern-
ments for the delivery of child support
enforcement services in Indian coun-
try. The amendment provides funding
to achieve these purposes within the
overall spending allocated to this ef-
fort. It gives the Secretary the author-
ity, in specific instances, to provide di-
rect Federal funding to Indian tribes
operating an approved child support
enforcement plan. This approach is
consistent with the government-to-
government relationship between trib-
al governments and the Federal Gov-

ernment, and the other provisions con-
tained in the Dole substitute bill.

Mr. President, title IV–D of the So-
cial Security Act was enacted to assist
all children in obtaining support and
moving out of poverty. Under this
title, State child support offices are re-
quired to provide basic services to par-
ents who apply for these services, in-
cluding those that receive welfare as-
sistance. These services include col-
lecting and distributing child support
payments from dead beat dads. Yet this
program has been of little assistance to
Indian children residing in Indian
Country because under title IV–D, only
States are eligible to receive Federal
funds to operate IV–D programs under
Federal regulations which, as a prac-
tical matter, all but prohibit them
from providing services to Indian chil-
dren on reservations. Because of this,
Indian children have lost, and will con-
tinue to lose necessary services.

Mr. President, there is a great need
for child support enforcement funding
and services in Indian country. There
are approximately 554 federally recog-
nized Indian tribes and Alaska Native
villages in the United States. Accord-
ing to the most recent Bureau of the
Census data, children under the age of
18 make up the largest age group of In-
dians. Approximately 20.5 percent of
American Indians and Alaska Natives
are under the age of 10 compared to 14
percent for the Nation’s total popu-
lation. In addition, one out of every
five Indian households are headed by
single females. This data reveals that
the need for coordinated child support
enforcement and service delivery in In-
dian country exceeds the need in the
rest of America.

There are also jurisdictional barriers
to effective service delivery under IV–D
programs on reservations. Federal
courts have held that Indian tribes, not
States, have authority over Indian
child support enforcement issues and
paternity establishment of tribal mem-
bers residing and working on the res-
ervation. These jurisdictional safe-
guards, although necessary, have ham-
pered State child support agencies in
their efforts to negotiate agreements
for the provision of services or funding
to Indian tribal governments. The
types of services provided under title
IV–D include paternity establishment,
including genetic blood testing, the es-
tablishment of support obligations and
the enforcement of support obligations
through wage withholdings and tax
intercepts. These activities fall within
the exclusive jurisdiction of the Indian
tribes. Yet there is no mechanism to
enable tribes to receive Federal fund-
ing and assistance to conduct these ac-
tivities.

This amendment in no way forces or
compels an Indian tribe or State to act,
nor does it affect well-established
State or tribal jurisdiction to establish
paternity or support orders. It merely
recognizes the problems of child sup-
port collection and distribution be-
tween States and tribes as they exist

under the current system. Simply put,
this amendment encourages coopera-
tive agreements between two govern-
ments to satisfy the goals and purposes
of uniform child support enforcement.
Let me just point out that some of
these agreements are already in place
in States like Washington and Arizona.

State administrators, such as in my
own State, have attempted to meet the
goals of uniform child support enforce-
ment by extending their efforts to In-
dian Country, but the administrative
and jurisdictional hurdles make it all
but impossible to get these services out
to the children in need.

These obstacles have led to costly
litigation. For example, the 8th and 9th
circuit courts have issued inconsistent
rulings in addressing the ability of In-
dian children to access title IV–D serv-
ices. A 1991 Federal court ruling
summed up the problem by holding—

. . . the State must give children of absent
Indian parents the same degree of child sup-
port enforcement services as other children,
when there is reasonable access to the tribal
courts.

Yet, that court’s ruling is inconsistent
with the Department of Health and
Human Services interpretation of title
IV–D in which the Department signifi-
cantly restricts the States. Let me re-
mind my colleagues that States are
trying to be fair in providing child sup-
port enforcement services and funding
to Indians. Their ability to provide
these services is quite limited because
Indian tribes are not mentioned in title
IV–D. This amendment would clarify
that Indian children are entitled to the
same protections from deadbeat dads
as all other children in our country.

Mr. President, this problem is not
new to those involved in State child
support enforcement agencies or na-
tional organizations concerned with
these issues. For instance, in 1992, the
American Bar Association and the
Interstate Commission of Child Sup-
port recognized the problems created
by the omission of Indian tribes from
IV–D legislation. In fact, the American
Bar Association issued a handbook for
States and tribes to use in attempting
to negotiate State/Tribal cooperative
agreements for child support enforce-
ment. Also in an elaborate report is-
sued in 1992, the Interstate Commission
on Child Support Enforcement rec-
ommended that the Congress address
this problem in Federal legislation.
Until the amendment under consider-
ation was offered, no legislative initia-
tive to include Indian tribes has oc-
curred.

More recently, I received a copy of a
letter, dated May 15, 1995, from the
president of the National Council of
State Child Support Enforcement Ad-
ministrators. The letter advises the
Department of Health and Human
Services that a resolution was passed
by the IV–D directors that favors di-
rect Federal funding to Indian tribes
for child support services. Let me
quote from a passage of the letter ‘‘The
states that are concerned about this
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issue believe that the most effective
way to provide comprehensive services
to Native American children is for the
federal government to deal directly
with sovereign tribal governments.’’
The amendment that I am offering will
do just that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, if all time is yielded back,
the question is on agreeing to the
amendment 2589.

The amendment (No. 2589) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2525

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, there will now be a
10-minute debate equally divided on
the Exon amendment 2525, to be fol-
lowed by a vote on or in relation to the
amendment.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, the
Senator from Nebraska is on his way.
He is expected to be here soon. I won-
der if I could place a quorum call——

Mr. DOLE. Maybe better yet, as I un-
derstand, the Nickles amendment num-
bered 2556, I was advised by Senator
NICKLES that had been worked out to
the satisfaction of both sides.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. To my knowledge, I
do not know of any objection.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, Sen-
ator NICKLES has spoken to me about
this amendment and as I understand he
has modified his amendment. At this
moment, I do not know if he has modi-
fied it.

Mr. DOLE. Maybe we will put in a
quorum call and we will find Senator
NICKLES. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2556, AS MODIFIED

Mr. DOLE. I now ask unanimous con-
sent we move to consideration of 2556,
the Nickles amendment, and I send a
modification to the desk which has
been cleared by the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Jersey [Mr. BRADLEY].

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The amend-
ment is so modified.

The amendment (No. 2556), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

Section 913, page 602 of the amendment,
strike line 22 through page 603 line 5 and in-
sert in lieu thereof the following:

‘‘(d) CIVIL MONEY PENALTIES ON NON-
COMPLYING EMPLOYERS.—The State shall
have the option to set a State civil money
penalty which shall be less than—

‘‘(1) $25; or
‘‘(2) $500 if, under State law, the failure is

the result of a conspiracy between the em-

ployer and the employee to not supply the
required report or to supply a false or incom-
plete report.’’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment 2556, as
modified.

The amendment (No. 2556), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now occurs on the Exon
amendment 2525.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the quorum call be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2525

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I apologize
to the managers of the bill. I did not
mean to delay them. I stepped off the
floor for the first time for 10 minutes
assuming there were other measures
ahead of mine. But I am now prepared
to offer my amendment.

I offered this amendment last week. I
made a concise statement at that time.
I believe that I have 5 minutes under
the unanimous-consent agreement.

Is that correct?
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under

the previous order, there is allowed 10
minutes of debate equally divided.

Mr. EXON. I thank the Chair.
AMENDMENT NO. 2525, AS MODIFIED

Mr. EXON. After introducing the
amendment last week, I have a very
minor addition to the amendment that
was suggested by my friend and col-
league, Senator SIMPSON from Wyo-
ming, with whom I have worked on this
matter for a long, long time.

I ask unanimous consent that this
minor addition be announced and con-
sidered, and the amendment itself be
considered at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no objection, the amendment is
modified.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 302, between lines 5 and 6, insert
the following:
SEC. 506. PROHIBITION ON PAYMENT OF FED-

ERAL BENEFITS TO CERTAIN PER-
SONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law and except as provided
in subsection (b), Federal benefits shall not
be paid or provided to any person who is not
a person lawfully present within the United
States.

(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Subsection (a) shall not
apply with respect to the following benefits:

(1) Emergency medical services under title
XIX of the Social Security Act.

(2) Short-term emergency disaster relief.

(3) Assistance or benefits under the Na-
tional School Lunch Act.

(4) Assistance or benefits under the Child
Nutrition Act of 1966.

(5) Public health assistance for immuniza-
tions and, if the Secretary of Health and
Human Services determines that it is nec-
essary to prevent the spread of a serious
communicable disease, for testing and treat-
ment of such disease.

(c) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sec-
tion:

(1) FEDERAL BENEFIT.—The term ‘‘Federal
benefit’’ means—

(A) the issuance of any grant, contract,
loan, professional license, or commercial li-
cense provided by an agency of the United
States or by appropriated funds of the Unit-
ed States; and

(B) any retirement, welfare, Social Secu-
rity, health, disability, public housing, post-
secondary education, food stamps, unem-
ployment benefit, or any other similar bene-
fit for which payments or assistance are pro-
vided by an agency of the United States or
by appropriated funds of the United States.

(2) PERSON LAWFULLY PRESENT WITHIN THE
UNITED STATES.—The term ‘‘person lawfully
present within the United States’’ means a
person who, at the time the person applies
for, receives, or attempts to receive a Fed-
eral benefit, is a United States citizen, a per-
manent resident alien, an alien whose depor-
tation has been withheld under section 243(h)
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (8
U.S.C. 1253(h)), an asylee, a refugee, a parolee
who has been paroled for a period of at least
1 year, a national, or a national of the Unit-
ed States for purposes of the immigration
laws of the United States (as defined in sec-
tion 101(a)(17) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1101(a)(17)).

(d) STATE OBLIGATION.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, a State that ad-
ministers a program that provides a Federal
benefit (described in section 506(c)(1)) or pro-
vides State benefits pursuant to such a pro-
gram shall not be required to provide such
benefits to a person who is not a person law-
fully present within the United States (as de-
fined in section 506(c)(2)) through a State
agency or with appropriated funds of such
State.

(e) VERIFICATION OF ELIGIBILITY.—
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 18 months

after the date of the enactment of this Act,
the Attorney General of the United States,
after consultation with the Secretary of
Health and Human Services, shall promul-
gate regulations requiring verification that a
person applying for a Federal benefit, includ-
ing a benefit described in section 506(b), is a
person lawfully present within the United
States and is eligible to receive such benefit.
Such regulations shall, to the extent fea-
sible, require that information requested and
exchanged be similar in form and manner to
information requested and exchanged under
section 1137 of the Social Security Act.

(2) STATE COMPLIANCE.—Not later than 24
months after the date the regulations de-
scribed in subsection (1) are adopted, a State
that administers a program that provides a
Federal benefit described in such subsection
shall have in effect a verification system
that complies with the regulations.

(3) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There are authorized to be appropriated such
sums as may be necessary to carry out the
purposes of this section.

(f) SEVERABILITY.—If any provision of this
title or the application of such provision to
any person or circumstance is held to be un-
constitutional, the remainder of this title
and the application of the provisions of such
to any person or circumstance shall not be
affected thereby.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?
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Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ne-
braska.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I will
make some brief remarks on this. I be-
lieve there is strong support on this. I
will be asking for the yeas and nays.
And I would agree to have the yeas and
nays ordered at any time that the man-
agers of the bill think are in order.

Mr. President, last Friday I offered
an amendment to the welfare reform
bill which states that Federal benefits
shall not be paid or provided to any
person who is not lawfully present
within the United States. I have intro-
duced measures to address this problem
in the past and the Senate accepted a
very similar amendment in 1993 by a
vote of 85 for and only 2 against, and
only to see it unfortunately dropped in
conference.

My amendment specifically defines
who is a person lawfully present within
our country. Previous prohibitions on
the payment of benefits to illegal
aliens have been weakened by expan-
sive agency regulations and court deci-
sion. My amendment also provides for
a number of exceptions. Illegal aliens
would still be eligible for elementary
and secondary education, emergency
medical services, disaster relief, school
lunches, child nutrition, and immuni-
zation.

Also, States would not be obligated
to provide benefits to those not law-
fully present in our country, and funds
would be provided for States to set up
systems to verify the status of the ap-
plicants. As we continue to debate wel-
fare reform, I believe it is evidence
that we must not pass up this oppor-
tunity to stop, once and for all, provid-
ing scarce Federal benefits to illegal
aliens.

Mr. President, I yield the floor and
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GRAHAM addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Florida.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I

yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Florida.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I would
first, if I could, ask the Senator from
Nebraska if he would yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr. EXON. Certainly.
Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I would

say to the Senator, I was particularly
concerned about the issue of elemen-
tary and secondary education. The
Senator stated that his amendment
would not deny the child of a person
who was in the country illegally access
to elementary and secondary edu-
cation?

Mr. EXON. That is correct.
Mr. GRAHAM. Could the Senator tell

me where in the amendment that was
mentioned?

Mr. EXON. It may well be that the
Senator from Florida did not under-
stand. That was incorporated in the
amendment and was suggested as an
exception by the Senator from Wyo-

ming. And I think it satisfies the con-
cerns of the Senator from Florida. It is
in the amendment on which we are now
discussing and on which we will vote. If
you are talking about the amendment
that I offered last Friday, it is not in
there. But it is in the amendment that
we will be voting on.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, the an-
swer to that question allayed one of
my principal concerns about this
amendment, because in the original
form, the form that was at the desk,
there was no recognition of the chil-
dren of persons who were in the coun-
try illegally in terms of their partici-
pation in elementary and secondary
education.

In fact, there was a provision which
would have allowed the States to have
terminated educational assistance to
those children as well as the Federal
Government terminating whatever as-
sistance it provides. With that modi-
fication, I will reserve final judgment
as to how I will vote on this amend-
ment. But I would like to raise the fun-
damental issue, the Federal Govern-
ment has the total constitutional re-
sponsibility for the enforcement of our
borders, and for our immigration and
naturalization law. It is written almost
in those terms in article 1 of the U.S.
Constitution. The States have no au-
thority in either of those two areas.

Second, when the Federal Govern-
ment fails to carry out its responsibil-
ity and to enforce the borders, it is the
States and the local communities who
have the principal obligations and con-
sequences of that failure.

Third, those consequences are heav-
ily focused in about six States. Six
States have over 80 percent of those
persons who are in the country ille-
gally living within their borders.

So, fourth, the consequence of this
legislation is to say the Federal Gov-
ernment failed to carry out its exclu-
sive constitutional responsibility: To
protect the borders and enforce the im-
migration laws, allow large num-
bers——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
COVERDELL). The Senator’s time has
expired.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, I ask
the manager for 1 additional minute.

Mr. EXON. How much time do I have
remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska has 2 minutes 57
seconds remaining.

Mr. SIMPSON. May I inquire whether
I may receive 30 seconds from the Sen-
ator from Nebraska?

Mr. EXON. I yield 30 seconds to my
colleague from Wyoming.

Mr. SIMPSON. I do not want to in-
terrupt the Senator from Florida.

Mr. EXON. I yield to the Senator
from Wyoming when he gets the floor.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
yield an additional minute to the Sen-
ator from Florida and 1 minute to the
Senator from Massachusetts.

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, to con-
clude, we are about to set up what I

think is a very unsafe situation: The
Government fails to carry out its con-
stitutional responsibility, and for the
people who are illegally in commu-
nities across America, we are saying
the Federal Government is going to
deny any benefits to those people,
which means those communities al-
ready the most heavily impacted now,
out of their resources, have to pick up
those responsibilities.

As a humanitarian society, we are
still going to face providing health
care, delivering babies to pregnant
women, and the negative aspects of op-
erating a criminal justice system and
the other requirements when that ille-
gal population acts in ways that are
antithetical to the society in which
they are living.

Reserving the right to review the
amendment in its final form, I raise for
my colleagues the potential con-
sequences of this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I, too,
want to express that Senator EXON’s
amendment does not include the ele-
mentary and secondary education.
Under the initial amendment, there is
about $225 million that goes into
States, into local communities to re-
spond to Supreme Court holdings with
regard to their requirements to edu-
cate these children. But this has elimi-
nated that.

I welcome the opportunity to work
with the Senator. We have, for exam-
ple, 11,000 temporary nurses that come
here to work in many of our urban area
hospitals. Under this requirement,
their residency requirements are such
that they would not be able to get
nursing licenses the way this is being
interpreted, which would put a severe
pressure on many of the inner-city hos-
pitals in underserved areas.

I know that is not the intention of
the Senator. I welcome the opportunity
as this legislative process moves for-
ward in some of these areas that we
can work through to try to not have
unintended consequences that would
provide a hardship rather than to
achieve the objectives of the amend-
ment.

Mr. SIMPSON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from Wy-
oming for 30 seconds.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I want
to thank my friend, my colleague. Sen-
ator EXON came to the Senate when I
did. His consistency on this has been
clear through the years, and we have
taken care of the problems brought up
by Senator GRAHAM and by Senator
KENNEDY.

I look forward to working with the
Senator on these issues, as with Sen-
ator KENNEDY, the ranking member of
the subcommittee, which I chair.

We have also taken care of in this
amendment veterans issues. There will
be no diminution of veterans benefits,
no denial of veterans benefits to some-
one who may have been illegal but
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served the country. So it takes care of
that and takes care of the education
issue.

I thank the Senator from Nebraska.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska has 2 minutes re-
maining.

Mr. EXON. I am prepared to yield
back my time to move things ahead.

I ask for the yeas and nays on the
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, is there re-

maining time in opposition to the
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
in opposition has been yielded back.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Will the Senator
from Nebraska yield 1 minute to me?

Mr. EXON. I will be glad to yield a
minute.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, I
rise in support of the Senator’s amend-
ment because I think this is a very im-
portant part of the Federal Govern-
ment’s responsibility to control our
borders.

I am one of the States that is af-
fected by the illegal aliens that come
across the border, and they do take not
only from our State and local coffers,
but from the Federal coffers as well.
This is something that we must stop. I
think the Senator from Nebraska has a
very good amendment, and I think it
should be part of an overall illegal im-
migration reform measure that the
Senator from Wyoming and the Sen-
ator from California, Senator FEIN-
STEIN, are working on. But until that
time, it is very important that we
speak in this welfare reform bill to the
cost of illegal aliens.

So I appreciate what the Senator
from Nebraska has done, and I support
his amendment.

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Texas very much for the
kind statement and support. Since no
one is seeking time, I yield back the
remainder of my time, and the yeas
and nays have already been granted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question now occurs on agreeing to the
Exon amendment No. 2525, as modified.
The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there

any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 94,
nays 6, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 424 Leg.]

YEAS—94

Abraham
Akaka
Ashcroft
Baucus
Bennett
Biden
Bingaman

Bond
Boxer
Bradley
Breaux
Bryan
Bumpers
Burns

Byrd
Campbell
Chafee
Coats
Cochran
Cohen
Conrad

Coverdell
Craig
D’Amato
Daschle
DeWine
Dodd
Dole
Domenici
Dorgan
Exon
Faircloth
Feingold
Feinstein
Ford
Frist
Glenn
Gorton
Graham
Gramm
Grassley
Harkin
Hatch
Hatfield
Heflin
Helms

Hollings
Hutchison
Inhofe
Inouye
Jeffords
Johnston
Kassebaum
Kempthorne
Kennedy
Kerrey
Kerry
Kohl
Kyl
Lautenberg
Leahy
Levin
Lieberman
Lott
Lugar
Mack
McCain
McConnell
Mikulski
Moseley-Braun
Moynihan

Murray
Nickles
Nunn
Packwood
Pell
Pressler
Pryor
Reid
Robb
Rockefeller
Roth
Santorum
Sarbanes
Shelby
Simpson
Smith
Snowe
Specter
Stevens
Thomas
Thurmond
Warner
Wellstone

NAYS—6

Brown
Grams

Gregg
Murkowski

Simon
Thompson

So the amendment (No. 2525), as
modified, was agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, the Demo-
cratic leader asked me to institute a
quorum call, which I did, but I think
we have an amendment of the Senator
from California, Senator FEINSTEIN,
which can be accepted. We will be pre-
pared to do that.

Then the amendment of the Senator
from North Dakota was set aside. Ap-
parently he is prepared to proceed on
that. It is part of our list, so I think it
will be appropriate to do that. So I will
work to clear it with Senator DASCHLE.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. That is correct.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from
California.

AMENDMENT NO. 2470

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
call up amendment No. 2470.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN-

STEIN] proposes an amendment numbered
2470.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the Friday, September 8, 1995, edi-
tion of the RECORD.)

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
believe this amendment has been
cleared on both sides. What the amend-
ment does is require procedures for a
child support order for the child of
minor parents, where the mother is re-
ceiving assistance for the child, to be
enforceable against the paternal grand-
parents of the child.

For just a moment—what the Dole
bill does is require a minor mother and
her child to live at home with her par-
ents, so the maternal parents are re-
sponsible. What my amendment would
do is say, where it is possible, a child
support order should be obtained
against the parents of the male in-
volved. It takes two to tango in this in-
stance, and the responsibility for the
care of the child should not only belong
to the maternal grandparents but the
paternal as well.

So this solves the other half of the
problem.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we have no
problem with the amendment. It has
been cleared on this side.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. It has been cleared
on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 2470) was agreed
to.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote.

Mr. DOLE. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. Are there any other
amendments that have been cleared? I
think the Senator from Massachusetts
has one or two minor amendments that
I do not see any problem with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Mexico.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, I had
amendment No. 2483, which I thought
might have been cleared by now. I will
be prepared to offer that if it has been
cleared.

Mr. DOLE. I say to the Senator from
New Mexico, if he will let me check
that—what is the number?

Mr. BINGAMAN. Amendment No.
2483. I believe that is going to be ac-
ceptable. If it is, I am ready to offer it
at any time.

Mr. DOLE. Let me check and I will
be right back with the Senator.

I think the Senator from Massachu-
setts has two amendments.

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts.

EN BLOC AMENDMENTS NOS. 2662 AND 2664

Mr. KERRY. I thank the Chair. We
are just ascertaining the numbers. Mr.
President, I ask amendment No. 2662
and amendment No. 2664 be called up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.

KERRY], proposes amendments numbered 2662
and 2664, en bloc.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendments be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The texts of the amendments are
printed in the Friday, September 8,
1995, edition of the RECORD.)
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Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, these are

two amendments which I thank the
distinguished manager and majority
leader and the Senator from New York
for accepting.

Mr. President, as we trudge toward
the rhetorical goal of ending welfare as
we know it, we as a country must do
better; we must embrace whole new
ideas of how to accomplish this—if not
now, at least in the future—primarily
by investing in impoverished children
and secondarily by providing a safety
net for their parents. The guiding prin-
ciple of our new system should be to
summon the very best effort this coun-
try can mount to enable children who
are victims of poverty to become self-
sufficient adults capable of contribut-
ing to our society in a positive way and
leading happy, fulfilling lives.

Dependency—whether it be on the
foster care system when a person is a
child, or on Government institutions
such as the welfare or criminal justice
systems if a person is an adult, or on
drugs at any age—is a tragic waste of
human potential and imposes costs we
as a nation need not suffer and cannot
afford to pay.

In many ways, welfare works—it is
perhaps the cheapest means of getting
the bare minimum of resources to the
neediest slice of the American public;
but in critical ways, it does not—it can
perpetuate dependency rather than in-
culcate self-sufficiency. At the very
least, by itself, it does not promote
movement toward self-sufficiency.

The way to make the most of the
current welfare reform movement is—
without ignoring the good welfare may
have done over the years—to design
our priorities and construct a better
system able to meet the minimal needs
of today’s recipients while doing every-
thing possible to ensure that children
on welfare don’t become adults on wel-
fare and that adults on welfare move
whenever possible toward self-suffi-
ciency.

The focal points for any effort to re-
place welfare with an intervention pro-
gram which targets children must be
our Nation’s schools. There is a vital
role that schools must play that they
can’t play without greater resources,
voluntarism, and attention.

In cities beset by crime and violence,
and in rural areas with little to inspire
or occupy children, the neighborhood
public school must become a beacon—a
warm, safe haven of learning, of values,
of friendship, of intellectual growth.

No school in such areas should shut
its doors at 3 p.m. and stop its con-
tribution to children’s and parents’
lives.

Case in point is teenage mothers, es-
pecially those who fail to avoid having
children because they see no worth-
while future that awaits them if they
avoid having children.

We must invest in efforts to educate
these children about the costs and re-
alities of parenthood, and we must in-
vest in education programs that pro-
vide real futures for school-age preg-

nant girls and new mothers and, where
they can be identified, new fathers.

We must think in the longterm, and
understand that money dedicated to
ending welfare dependency by invest-
ing in children will not only save
money in the long run, it will help save
this country.

We are throwing away our future by
ignoring the children of this country.
One day all who can read this article
will be senior citizens, fully dependent
on the babies we neglect today. So will
be our Nation and its future.

If we fail to meet the needs of these
children, not only will we fail to main-
tain this country’s status as leader of
the democratic world to which we have
contributed so much, but we will de-
volve into a country consumed by
crime and poverty the likes of which
this Nation cannot imagine.

We have already fallen deeper into
crime than our parents would have
ever dreamed. It will not matter that
parents have raised their own children
well if they raise them so they are
alone in that distinction. Without con-
certed, collective effort, even children
raised with love and concern—whether
in low income or high income fami-
lies—will not be safe and secure.

We have already lost a frightening
number of a complete generation of
children to unambitious welfare pro-
grams, inadequate schooling, and soci-
etal neglect. Nothing less than the sur-
vival of our Nation depends on our col-
lective assumption of our responsibil-
ity of this Nation’s young.

Parents, schools, communities, and
the Government need to become im-
mersed in the development and
enculturalization of children.

I believe we need to face the reality
that this welfare debate is part of a
much larger debate that we will be
forced to have in this country in the
not-too-distant future. It is a debate
that speaks to the soul of America, and
ultimately will have to come from our
hearts as well as from our heads. It is
a debate about not only solving our fis-
cal deficit, but also about addressing
the cultural and spiritual deficits that
seem to be tearing at the fabric of our
society.

It is about a welfare mother who
can’t read and a system that doesn’t
care. It is about a teenager with a child
she cannot care for and a community
that will not help. It is about what we
ultimately decide is the legitimate
cost of failing to care, and about what
we are willing to invest in the effort to
manifest the care we claim.

We need to address the basic philo-
sophical issue of responsibility to each
other as a community of people.

The battle is over how we do this.
How do we stop children from having
children? How do we solve the problem
of mothers who cannot work because
they have no daycare for their children
and no extended family able to help
them? What do we do about young
teenagers growing up in increasingly
violent neighborhoods—kids with di-

minished valves and an increasingly di-
minished sense of right and wrong? We
are seeing the rise of a generation of
Americans who think there’s more
power in the barrel of a gun than in the
memory of a computer.

The true question is how do we pre-
pare for a better future in this Nation?
The answer, I believe, is to invest in
people and to seek long-term solutions
to welfare problems to improve our col-
lective future rather than succumb to
simple-sounding, quick fixes that carry
tremendous unseen burdens for our fu-
ture.

But, Mr. President, the bill we have
before us simply does not do what
needs to be done.

I offer two amendments today that
invest in children, education, and fami-
lies, reaching toward the objective that
no one will be isolated from the main-
stream of productive society.

Mr. President, it is well-established
that some children of welfare depend-
ent parents are subjected to inadequate
care, supervision, and parental love
and attention, to unsafe environments
and undesirable influences. It should
come as no surprise that many of these
children fail to develop into respon-
sible, self-sufficient adults who are
contributing members of society. Too
often welfare becomes a repetitive
cycle extending over multiple genera-
tions rather than a temporary situa-
tion.

Part of the answer to breaking this
pathological cycle is to require parents
seeking welfare to take an active role
in the supervision, education, and care
of their children. Another part is to
make better and more efficient use of
existing public resources and invest-
ments for the benefit of at-risk chil-
dren. Notable among those resources
and investments are our public school
facilities.

While I do not believe it is possible
for our Nation to successfully and ac-
ceptably resolve our current welfare
problems wholly without further public
investment, neither of these two par-
tial answer to those problems entails
significant additional cost.

We cannot afford to neglect children
when we know full well that improving
their surroundings helps prevent their
long-term dependence on government
aid. All the nations with which we are
competing in the new global market-
place are acting in recognition of that
fact—except us. We must boldly pursue
the long-term benefits promised by
concerted efforts to make maximum
use of our schools and educational fa-
cilities, and by insisting that all wel-
fare recipient parents accept basic pa-
rental responsibilities—that many of
them routinely perform admirably
under difficult circumstances but some
appear to ignore.

My amendments would move in these
directions.

My first amendment would provide
funds for demonstration projects so
keep schools that serve at-risk children
open for more hours and to initiate
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new programs so that schools can offer
an alternative to the street for our Na-
tion’s unsupervised youth. This com-
panion program would complement the
Community Schools Program.

My second amendment would require
parents to sign a parental responsibil-
ity contract that would demand, in ex-
change for benefits, that parents take
an active role in the supervision and
education of their children.

Mr. President, these two amend-
ments are only first steps. But they are
steps in the right direction: toward the
brighter future of this Nation.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have no
objection to the amendments.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. There is no objec-
tion on this side. To the contrary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the en bloc amendments.

The en bloc amendments (Nos. 2662
and 2664) were agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. KERRY. I thank the majority
leader and thank the Senator from New
York.

Mr. DOLE. As I understand it, the
Senator from California has a dem-
onstration amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
California.

AMENDMENT NO. 2479

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
call up amendment No. 2479.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
The Senator from California [Mrs. FEIN-

STEIN] proposes an amendment numbered
2479.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the Friday, September 8, 1995, edi-
tion of the RECORD.)

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President,
what this amendment does is essen-
tially assures that, in those large coun-
ties or groups of counties with a popu-
lation greater than 500,000, that there
be provision, with permission of the
State—this is the modification in the
amendment—that the money, the
block grant, go directly to the county.
So we have modified the amendment
from its original presentation. My un-
derstanding is that it is agreeable to
both sides.

The purpose of the amendment is,
really, so many of the innovative dem-
onstration projects that are initiated
by counties, which I pointed out in my
opening remarks on this amendment,
can go ahead without an additional ele-
ment of bureaucracy.

Again, the State would have to ap-
prove this, but for those counties that

do their own administration, this
would continue to be the case.

Mr. DOLE. Has the modification been
sent to the desk?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair reports the modification does not
appear to be at the desk.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent the amendment of
the Senator from California be tempo-
rarily laid aside so I can make a unani-
mous-consent request and have my
amendment considered. It has been
cleared.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 2486, AS MODIFIED

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I now ask
unanimous consent that a modification
to my amendment, No. 2486, be sent to
the desk and be in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 2486), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

On page 12, between lines 22 and 23, insert
the following:

(G) COMMUNITY SERVICE.—Not later than 3
years after the date of the enactment of this
Act, consistent with the exception provided
in section 404(d), require participation by,
and offer to, unless the State opts out of this
provision by notifying the Secretary, a par-
ent or caretaker receiving assistance under
the program, after receiving such assistance
for 6 months—

(i) is not exempt from work requirements;
and

(ii) is not engaged in work as determined
under section 404(c),
in community service employment, with
minimum hours per week and tasks to be de-
termined by the State.

Mr. DOLE. As I understand, the
amendment, as modified, is acceptable
on this side.

Is that correct?
Mr. MOYNIHAN. It most assuredly is

on our side.
Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, if I could

spend 30 seconds, I have long believed
that work requirements should be
clear, strong, and applied promptly.
For too long we have permitted welfare
dependency to undermine the potential
productivity of too many able-bodied
Americans. We have allowed too many
able-bodied welfare recipients not to
work. That is wrong.

The amendment which I am offering
would add a requirement that welfare
recipients be in job training and school
or working in private sector jobs with-
in 6 months of receipt of benefits, and
if private sector jobs could not be
found they be required to perform some
type of community service employ-
ment. The requirement would be

phased in over 3 years to allow States
the chance to adjust administratively.
We have added in this modification a
opt-out provision for States by notifi-
cation of the Secretary of Health and
Human Services, and also to make
clear the intent to conform to the
modifications which Senator DOLE
made to his amendment No. 2280 last
week.

The bill before us requires recipients
to work within no more than 2 years of
receipt of benefits. Why wait that long?
Why wait 2 years? Unless an able-bod-
ied person is in school or job training,
why wait longer than 6 months to re-
quire that a person have a private job
or be performing community service?

My amendment says 6 months in-
stead of 2 years.

There is no doubt that there is a
great need in local communities across
the country for community service
workers. Last year, the demand for
community service workers from the
President’s AmeriCorps Program was
far greater than the ability to fund
them. According to AmeriCorps, of the
538 project applications requesting ap-
proximately 60,000 workers, only appli-
cations for about 20,000 workers could
be funded. Projects ranged from envi-
ronmental cleanup, to assisting in day
care centers, to home health care
aides. It is clear that there is no short-
age of need for workers in community
service.

The Daschle amendment which was
narrowly defeated last week contained
a similar provision which was added as
a modification at my request. It would
require that recipients work in commu-
nity service employment if not em-
ployed in the private sector, engaged in
job training or in school, and it would
require that States offer the commu-
nity service option to such recipients.

Mr. President, I have long been con-
cerned about the cycle of dependency
and the need to return welfare recipi-
ents to work. As long as 14 years ago,
in 1981, I was the author, along with
Senator DOLE, of legislation which was
enacted into law that put some welfare
recipients back to work as home health
care aides, thereby decreasing the wel-
fare rolls and increasing the local tax
base.

This demonstration project called for
the training and placement of AFDC
recipients as home care aides to Medic-
aid recipients as a long-term care al-
ternative to institutional care, and was
subject to rigorous evaluation in both
the demonstration and post-demonstra-
tion periods.

The independently conducted pro-
gram evaluation found that during six
of the seven demonstration projects,
trainees’ total monthly earnings in-
creased by 56 percent to more than 130
percent. Evaluations in following years
indicated similarly positive and signifi-
cant income effects. Consistent with
the increase in employment, trainees
also received reduced public benefits.
All seven States moved a significant
proportion of trainees off of AFDC. In
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four of the States, a significant propor-
tion of the trainees also were moved off
of the Food Stamp Program or received
significantly reduced benefit amounts.

Additionally, the program evaluation
indicated that it significantly in-
creased the amount of formal in-home
care received by Medicaid clients and
had significant beneficial effects on cli-
ent health and functioning. The eval-
uation also indicated that clients bene-
fited from marginally reduced costs for
the services they received.

As the 1986 evaluation shows, this
type of demonstration had great poten-
tial in allowing local governments to
respond to priority needs and assist
members of their community in ob-
taining the training necessary to ob-
tain practical, meaningful private sec-
tor employment and become produc-
tive, self-sufficient members of their
community.

Mr. President, I want to highlight a
particularly wise provision in Senator
DOLE’s bill. It is a provision which
states that any recipient may be treat-
ed as participating in community serv-
ice employment if that person provides
child care services to other individuals
participating in the community service
program. This is a good idea. It opens
a way for many able-bodied persons
currently on welfare, to provide a serv-
ice to others, meet work requirements,
and, at the same time, free others to
work who may otherwise have dif-
ficulty locating affordable child care. I
hope that many States will vigorously
exercise this provision and that recipi-
ents will heed the encouragement to
provide child care services as a way of
engaging in community service em-
ployment.

Mr. President, I am hopeful that in
the 104th Congress, we will take the
necessary steps to get people off wel-
fare and working, in the private sector,
if possible, but in community service,
if necessary. Experience has shown we
must be more aggressive in requiring
recipients to work. I believe my
amendment is a firm step in the right
direction.

Mr. President, I thank Senator MOY-
NIHAN and Senator DOLE and their staff
for working with us on this.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
urge adoption of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 2486), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think
they are working out a modification on
the amendment of the Senator from
California, Senator FEINSTEIN. I under-
stand there are four or five amend-
ments that will be cleared here mo-
mentarily.

I would like to indicate that I will
consult with the Democratic leader and
hopefully have a cloture vote here
within the next hour. I do not think we
are going to reach an agreement. And
we are not going to pass the bill if we
have to accommodate every request
from the other side.

So I am prepared to have a cloture
vote. If we do not get cloture, this bill
will go into reconciliation.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I see
the Senator from California has risen.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair recognizes the Senator from
California.

AMENDMENT NO. 2479, AS MODIFIED

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I
send a modification to amendment No.
2479 to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.

The amendment (No. 2479), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

On page 69, strike lines 18 through 22, and
insert the following:
‘‘SEC. 413. STATE AND COUNTY DEMONSTRATION

PROGRAMS.
‘‘(a) NO LIMITATION OF STATE DEMONSTRA-

TION PROJECTS.—Nothing in this part shall be
construed as limiting a State’s ability to
conduct demonstration projects for the pur-
pose of identifying innovative or effective
program designs in 1 or more political sub-
divisions of the State providing that such
State contains more than one country with a
population of greater than 500,000.

‘‘(b) COUNTY WELFARE DEMONSTRATION
PROJECT.—

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Health
and Human Services and the Secretary of
Agriculture shall jointly enter into negotia-
tions with all counties having a population
greater than 500,000 desiring to conduct a
demonstration project described in para-
graph (2) for the purpose of establishing ap-
propriate rules to govern the establishment
and operation of such project.

‘‘(2) DEMONSTRATION PROJECT DESCRIBED.—
The demonstration project described in this
paragraph shall provide that—

‘‘(A) a county participating in the dem-
onstration project shall have the authority
and duty to administer the operation of the
program described under this part as if the
county were considered a State for the pur-
pose of this part;

‘‘(B) the State in which the county partici-
pating in the demonstration project is lo-
cated shall pass through directly to the
county the portion of the grant received by
the State under section 403 which the State

determines is attributable to the residents of
such county; and

‘‘(C) the duration of the project shall be for
5 years.

‘‘(3) COMMENCEMENT OF PROJECT.—After the
conclusion of the negotiations described in
paragraph (2), the Secretary of Health and
Human Services and the Secretary of Agri-
culture may authorize a county to conduct
the demonstration project described in para-
graph (2) in accordance with the rules estab-
lished during the negotiations.

‘‘(4) REPORT.—Not later then 6 months
after the termination of a demonstration
project operated under this subsection, the
Secretary of Health and Human Services and
the Secretary of Agriculture shall submit to
the Congress a report that includes—

‘‘(A) a description of the demonstration
project;

‘‘(B) the rules negotiated with respect to
the project; and

‘‘(C) the innovations (if any) that the coun-
ty was able to initiate under the project.

‘‘(5) eligible countries are defined as:
‘‘(A) a county that is already administer-

ing the welfare program under this part;
‘‘(B) represents less than 25% of the State’s

total welfare caseload.’’
Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I believe, Mr.

President, that these modifications
have been cleared, and are as I reported
earlier.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I believe that is the
case on our side, Mr. President.

Mr. DOLE. The amendment has been
cleared on this side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 2479), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, in an effort

to protect the rights of the Senator
from North Dakota [Mr. CONRAD], I ask
unanimous consent that in the event of
a cloture vote, if cloture was invoked,
his amendment would still be in order
under the same conditions, the same
time limit as previously ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I thank
the majority leader for his usual gra-
cious consideration.

I thank the Chair. I yield the floor.
I note the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KYL). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.
AMENDMENTS NOS. 2578, 2481, 2670; 2542, AS MODI-

FIED; 2551, AS MODIFIED; 2601, AS MODIFIED;
2507, AS MODIFIED; AND 2280, AS FURTHER
MODIFIED

Mr. DOLE. I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate now proceed to the fol-
lowing amendments en bloc, that the
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amendments be considered modified
where noted with modifications, which
I will send to the desk at the appro-
priate time: D’Amato No. 2578,
Feingold No. 2481, Kerrey of Nebraska
No. 2670, modified McCain 2542, modi-
fied Kohl 2551, modified Faircloth 2601,
modified Wellstone No. 2507.

And then finally a further modifica-
tion to amendment No. 2280.

I send the modifications to the desk.
The amendments (Nos. 2542, 2551,

2601, 2507) as modified, are as follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2542
On page 216, line 4, strike ‘‘6 months’’ and

insert ‘‘1 year’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2551
On page 158, between lines 14 and 15, insert

the following:
SEC. 801. DECLARATION OF POLICY.

Section 2 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 (7
U.S.C. 2011) is amended by adding at the end
the following: ‘‘Congress intends that the
food stamp program support the employment
focus and family strengthening mission of
public welfare and welfare replacement pro-
grams by—

‘‘(1) facilitating the transition of low-in-
come families and households from economic
dependency to economic self-sufficiency
through work;

‘‘(2) promoting employment as the primary
means of income support for economically
dependent families and households and re-
ducing the barriers to employment of eco-
nomically dependent families and house-
holds; and

‘‘(3) maintaining and strengthening
healthy family functioning and family life.’’.

On page 189, between lines 17 and 18, insert
the following:

(d) ADDITIONAL MATCHING FUNDS.—Section
16(h)(2) of the Act (7 U.S.C. 2025(h)(2)) is
amended by inserting before the period at
the end the following: ‘‘, including the costs
for case management and casework to facili-
tate the transition from economic depend-
ency to self-sufficiency through work’’.

On page 189, line 18, strike ‘‘(d)’’ and insert
‘‘(e)’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2601
On page 190, between lines 17 and 18, insert

the following:
‘‘(2) RULES AND PROCEDURES.—If a disquali-

fication is imposed under paragraph (1) for a
failure of an individual to perform an action
required under part A of title IV of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), the
State agency may use the rules and proce-
dures that apply under part A of title IV of
the Act to impose the same disqualification
under the food stamp program.

On page 190, line 18, strike ‘‘(2)’’ and insert
‘‘(3)’’.

On page 202, line 15, strike the closing
quotation marks and the following period.

On page 202, between lines 15 and 16, insert
the following:

‘‘(3) RULES AND PROCEDURES.—If the allot-
ment of a household is reduced under this
subsection for a failure to perform an action
required under part A of title IV of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 601 et seq.), the
State agency may use the rules and proce-
dures that apply under part A of title IV of
the Act to reduce the allotment under the
food stamp program.’’.

AMENDMENT NO. 2507
On page 161, strike lines 8 through 12 and

insert the following:
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5(d) of the Food

Stamp Act of 1977 (7 U.S.C. 2014(d)) is amend-

ed by striking paragraph (11) and inserting
the following: ‘‘(11) a one-time payment or
allowance made under a Federal or State law
for the costs of weatherization or emergency
repair or replacement of an unsafe or inoper-
ative furnace or other heating or cooling de-
vice,’’.

Beginning on page 161, strike line 24 and
all that follows through page 162, line 3, and
insert the following:

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking subpara-
graph (C) and inserting the following:

‘‘(C) a payment or allowance described in
subsection (d)(11);’’;

The modification to the amendment
(No. 2280, as further modified) is as fol-
lows:

Add the following to the end of subsection
(D): ‘‘, state funds expended for the Medicaid
program under title XIX of this Act or any
successor to such program, and any state
funds which are used to match federal funds
or are expended as a condition of receiving
federal funds under federal programs other
than under title I of this Act.’’

Mr. DOLE. Further, that the amend-
ments be considered agreed to and that
any statements relating to them be
placed at the appropriate place in the
RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

So the amendments (Nos. 2578, 2481,
2670, 2542, as modified; 2551, as modi-
fied; 2601, as modified; and 2507, as
modified) were agreed to.

Mr. DOLE. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2507

CERTAIN LIHEAP EXPENSES SHOULD BE
EXCLUDED FROM INCOME

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, the
amendment I am offering today is de-
signed to address a potentially serious
oversight in the majority leader’s ver-
sion of the welfare reform bill which
must be clarified. The Dole substitute
would repeal the longstanding provi-
sion in the current Federal food stamp
law which excludes from income meas-
urements any regular Low-Income En-
ergy Assistance Program benefits pro-
vided by State and Federal energy as-
sistance programs, such as monthly
utility payments. LIHEAP is the major
Federal fuel subsidy program, which
has in my State been a cold-weather
lifeline for vulnerable unemployed peo-
ple, the elderly, and children for many
years.

As many of my colleagues know,
Minnesota is often called the icebox of
the Nation, where bitterly cold weath-
er is the norm. In fact, Minnesota is
the third coldest State, in terms of
heating degree days, in the country,
after Alaska and North Dakota. Espe-
cially in cold-weather States like Min-
nesota, funding for LIHEAP is critical
to families with children and vulner-
able low-income elderly persons, who
without it could be forced to choose be-
tween food and heat. The LIHEAP pro-
gram assists approximately 110,000
households in Minnesota, and provides
an average energy assistance benefit of
about $360 per heating season.

In the frenzy of getting this bill
modified in the final days before it hit
the floor, as was often the case with
many of these so-called reforms, the
net may have unintentionally been
cast too widely. That is why some have
urged that this repeal be corrected and
clarified to ensure that it would only
apply to regular energy assistance pay-
ments for heating and cooling, such as
monthly utility payments, and not to
the types of emergency furnace repair
or replacement payments, or weather-
ization, or other similar payments,
that are provided to many low-income
Americans through State and Federal
energy assistance programs.

My amendment will do just that. It
explicitly excludes energy assistance
payments for things like emergency
furnace repairs and replacement, and
weatherization expenses, from being
counted as income for purposes of cal-
culating eligibility for food stamp ben-
efits. Unsafe and inoperative heating
systems can pose serious problems, in-
cluding fires, monoxide poisoning, and
other life-threatening hazards. This
amendment is designed in part to pre-
vent people in my State, and across the
country, from being forced to choose
between eating, and heating, when
their furnace breaks down or their
home needs to be weatherized to pro-
tect them from severe cold. It is de-
signed to allow them to make their
homes safe and habitable, and protect
their families from the cold, when
faced with these immediate and urgent
needs. Of necessity, my State has a
strong and vital weatherization pro-
gram, though efforts to slash LIHEAP
funding over the years have required
them to scale back substantially the
services they can provide and the num-
bers of Minnesotans they can serve.
Vastly more people in my State are eli-
gible for LIHEAP than can be served in
any given year. And these are very low-
income people, including many seniors
on fixed incomes. More than two-thirds
of LIHEAP households have annual in-
comes less than $8,000; more than one-
half have incomes below $6,000. Fur-
ther, the average LIHEAP recipients
spend 18.4 percent of their income on
energy, compared with 6.7 percent for
all households.

While there are other provisions of
the Food Stamp Act which could be
construed to exclude lump sum pay-
ments for things like emergency fur-
nace repairs and replacement, and
weatherization, I wanted to make cer-
tain that an explicit exclusion was con-
tained in this bill for these kinds of ex-
penses, to avoid any potential confu-
sion or ambiguity on this matter down
the road. I appreciate the support of
Senator FEINGOLD, and his work on this
amendment, and I am grateful that my
colleagues from Indiana and Vermont
are willing to accept the amendment.

Very simply, then, my amendment
makes explicit an exclusion for certain
State and Federal energy assistance
payments, including those made to re-
pair or replace broken furnaces, or to
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weatherize homes by weatherstripping
leaky windows and doors, by installing
insulation, or by taking other steps as
necessary to protect families from the
cold. By excluding from income meas-
urement all such one-time repair or
weatherization payments, as distin-
guished from regular, ongoing LIHEAP
utility payments, from the calculation
of eligibility for food stamp benefits, of
course I do not intend to have counted
as income assistance payments made in
situations where a family’s furnace
may need repair more than once in a
winter, or may need certain types of
weatherization more than once in a
year. It is basically to exclude from in-
come calculation energy assistance
payments or allowances that are occa-
sional and urgent, like a furnace re-
pair, not those which are regular and
ongoing, like a regular LIHEAP sub-
sidy.

It is very simple, and will ensure that
families are not, by a quirk of the bu-
reaucratic rules, forced off the food
stamp rolls because their furnace ex-
plodes, or goes off in the middle of a
dark, cold night, and they replace it
with help from LIHEAP. This amend-
ment will prevent this bizarre result.
When it is 30 degrees below zero, Mr.
President—not uncommon in my
State—that is a real emergency. And it
must be dealt with immediately. We
should make sure we do not build into
the system disincentives for people to
get furnaces fixed in a crisis, or incen-
tives for elderly people or parents to
risk themselves and their families in
dangerous situations with unventilated
space heaters or other hazards, simply
because they are unable to afford, for
example, modest furnace repairs.

As my colleagues from cold-weather
States know, furnace repair and re-
placement can be very expensive, often
costing several thousand dollars. This
large and unexpected expense should
not knock otherwise eligible families
off the food stamp rolls simply because
they need help for LIHEAP. We do not
want to have people heating their
kitchens with their stoves, or with
leaky and dangerous kerosene space
heaters, or with charcoal grills—all of
which is done—because they could not
afford to get their heat turned back on,
or their furnace repaired or replaced, in
the face of bitter cold weather. Each
winter we read in the papers of people
who die in such tragic situations. We
must do all we can to ensure that does
not happen, and this amendment takes
another step in that direction.

Finally, let me say that I am still
very concerned about the impact of the
general provision in this bill, which re-
peals altogether the exclusion for ongo-
ing, regular LIHEAP fuel subsidies for
food stamp calculations, on thousands
of people in my State. In Minnesota,
LIHEAP does not even come close to
paying the average $1,800–$2,000 costs of
heating a home in the winter; people
are still carrying most of these costs.
But this particular amendment is
crafted more narrowly, to meet the ob-

jections of those who insist that the
general LIHEAP exclusion for food
stamps be repealed outright. It is de-
signed to make explicit an exclusion
for that narrow category of energy as-
sistance payments that are for the pur-
poses I have described. I believe it is a
real improvement to the bill, and I
urge its adoption.

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I am
pleased that this amendment offered by
my colleague from Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE] is being accepted, and am
proud to join him as an original co-
sponsor. I believe that this amendment
clarifies the bill to specifically exclude
one-time capital improvement pay-
ments for home weatherization or re-
pair or replacement of unsafe and inop-
erative heating and cooling equipment
from counting as income when figuring
food stamp benefits.

Under the Dole proposal as originally
drafted there may have been ambiguity
as to whether LIHEAP moneys re-
ceived by individuals for one-time cap-
ital improvements count as income
when figuring food stamp benefits.
With this amendment, it is clear that
this bill does not intend to affect such
payments. LIHEAP is perhaps best
known as the program that assists eli-
gible individuals by subsidizing a por-
tion of the costs of their home utility
bills. However, as many in this body
whose States have active LIHEAP pro-
grams are aware, LIHEAP moneys are
also used by States, such as my home
State of Wisconsin, in emergency situ-
ations to purchase new home heating
and cooling devices and to weatherize
homes.

My State is involved in two capital
improvement programs funded by
LIHEAP. Participants in these two
programs would have been dramati-
cally affected by the underlying bill if
it were not amended. About $5.9 mil-
lion of the LIHEAP grant funds re-
ceived by my State of Wisconsin, about
15 percent of the total received, are
combined with State funds and other
Federal funds from the Department of
Energy’s weatherization program into
a pool to conduct audits of eligible
homes for one-time weatherization im-
provements, such as window replace-
ment and weather stripping. At the
same time these home weatherization
audits are being undertaken, the State
might also act to replace or repair a
furnace which is found to be in dis-
repair. In fiscal year 1994, the last full
year for which data are available, 5,800
homes were audited in Wisconsin, and
of those 1,600 had their heating systems
replaced.

In addition, the LIHEAP program in
my State keeps $1 million in reserve,
which it matches with oil overcharge
funds, to conduct emergency activities
in homes that it has not audited under
its more routine audit program. In fis-
cal year 1994, 1,440 dangerous or inoper-
ative furnaces were repaired or re-
placed on an emergency basis. This
past summer, Mr. President, it was this
program that responded to the blister-

ing heat in the upper Midwest that
claimed the lives of so many this sum-
mer.

This amendment is very simple, and I
believe it makes a substantive im-
provement in the underlying proposal.
Someone should not become ineligible
for food stamps in a given program
year, Mr. President, because their fur-
nace breaks and the price of a new fur-
nace, paid for by the LIHEAP program,
would push them out of the eligible in-
come bracket. Furnaces are extremely
costly purchases for anyone, Mr. Presi-
dent. Even an average middle class
Wisconsin family would have to budget
in order to afford to replace one. Last
year, the average cost of a new furnace
provided by the LIHEAP program was
$2,000. This expense could bump people
on the margins out of the program,
while their living standard, except for
the fact that they may have averted
both a house fire and personal injury
by replacing their furnace, does not
change at all.

I joined with my colleague from Min-
nesota because I am concerned that the
counting of one-time LIHEAP pay-
ments as income may create a dis-
incentive among food stamp recipients
to undertake needed emergency repair
activities. Some have argued through-
out the debate on welfare reform that
individuals receiving food stamp,
AFDC, and other benefits make behav-
ioral decisions that affect their benefit
level. By their nature, Mr. President,
these capital improvements are often
unplanned and unpredictable. Every
Senator in this body should be sen-
sitive to the fact that sometimes the
furnace just stops working, and these
families, as hard as they might be
working and trying to comply with the
program as proposed, simply would not
have the extra funds on hand to cover
the repair. We should be very mindful
of that fact that as individuals begin to
move from welfare to work, as pro-
posed by the measure before us, they
are generating the primary support for
them and their families—not savings.
Without LIHEAP support there may be
no other source of funds to act in these
emergency situations.

While I am concerned about includ-
ing LIHEAP utility bill subsidies as ad-
ditions to income, I understand that
excluding these rate subsidy payments
would be a very controversial proposal.
In my State, as in many others,
LIHEAP never pays the whole heating
bill. The amount of the bill paid ranges
from 18.5 to 72 percent of the total, the
individual always has the responsibil-
ity to pay a portion of the bill. Because
they pay a portion, recipients are en-
couraged to conserve and to maintain a
responsible payment schedule. As it is,
Mr. President, in my home State of
Wisconsin, the average LIHEAP house-
hold heating fuel cost is 10.6 percent of
the recipient’s total income, and after
receiving assistance it is 5.7 percent of
income; the average Wisconsin citi-
zen’s household heating fuel cost is 2.6
percent of their income.
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To address the concerns that some

have about the LIHEAP utility bill
subsidy, however, this amendment is
narrowly crafted to just address the
issue of one-time LIHEAP payments. I
believe that for safety reasons this
amendment is also justified. As my col-
leagues know, old furnaces are ex-
tremely dangerous, as are the alter-
natives, such as space heaters. In crisis
situations, my State LIHEAP program
informs me, individuals resort to a
whole host of heating techniques, in-
cluding using charcoal grills indoors
and relying on an electric or gas stove
as a primary heat source. Despite the
fact that this is 1995, Mr. President, 4
percent of Wisconsin LIHEAP program
homes, or 5,720 households, are still
wood heated, and 10 percent are trailer
housing dependent upon propane tanks
for their heat, another 14,300 house-
holds. Additionally, there is the con-
cern of in-home carbon monoxide poi-
soning which, according to an article
in the New York Times on May 14, 1995,
sends 5,000 people each year to the
emergency room with nonfatal ill-
nesses and claims the lives of 250 peo-
ple annually.

I think, Mr. President, that just as
some in this body believe it would be a
failed reform of the welfare system to
continue to encourage people on the
margins to engage in certain behaviors
to increase their benefits, it would also
be a failed reform if we were to encour-
age unsafe behavior by individuals for
fear of losing benefits. This amend-
ment avoids the classic heat or eat di-
lemma by clarifying that the Senate
does not intend for one-time energy
improvement payments to count as in-
come, and I am pleased that it will be
added to the underlying measure.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I think we
have made a lot of progress in the last
hour, hour and a half. We have taken a
lot of amendments, and I think right
now I understand some of our col-
leagues are negotiating certain aspects
of the bill. It is my understanding the
Democratic leader would like to have
us at this point have a quorum call so
we would not be engaged in any—un-
less somebody wished to speak. We do
not want any rollcall votes.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
The bill clerk proceeded to call the

roll.
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I ask unanimous
consent that the two amendments that
were laid aside yesterday, the
Faircloth amendment No. 2608 and the
Daschle amendment No. 2672, be con-
sidered in order postcloture under the
same restraints as previously agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair. I
suggest the absence of a quorum.

Mr. President, may I say we do not
anticipate votes between now and 2
o’clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to speak for 5 min-
utes as in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The Senator
is recognized for 5 minutes.

f

MEDICARE

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the mi-
nority leader, Senator DASCHLE, and
myself and some others held a press
conference this morning to talk about
Medicare and the plan that is to be un-
veiled by Speaker GINGRICH, Senator
DOLE, and others to cut spending on
Medicare. It was interesting, at the
press conference the first question that
was asked after a presentation was by
a reporter, who said to Congressman
GEPHARDT: ‘‘Speaker GINGRICH just in-
dicated today in his remarks that you
lied; he, on three occasions, said you,
Congressman GEPHARDT, lied about a
portion of the Medicare debate.’’

I thought to myself when the re-
porter asked that question, it is an in-
teresting technique, again, to see if
maybe the story for the next day will
be about someone calling someone else
a liar in their response, as opposed to
the issue of what is going to happen
with respect to Medicare. That is what
most of us are concerned about. These
debates should never be about the ques-
tion of lying; the debate ought to be
about truth. And the issue of truth and
the question of Medicare is a very sim-
ple proposition.

I am going to offer on the next bill
that comes to the floor of the Senate,
which will be the appropriations bill on
Commerce, State, Justice, a sense-of-
the-Senate resolution. It is going to be
very simple. I do not happen to think,
by the way, we ought to have a tax cut
proposal on the floor of the Senate at
this point because I think until we get
the budget balanced in this country, we
ought not to be talking about tax cuts.
But it is going to say if the majority
party brings a tax cut to the floor of
the Senate, that they limit that tax
cut to those earning $100,000 or less,
and use the savings from that—as op-
posed to the current proposal, which
will give the bulk of the benefits to the
most affluent in America—use the sav-
ings from that to reduce the proposed
cuts in Medicare.

I want to ask people to vote on that
because I think the question is, is it
not a fact, no matter how much you
try to tiptoe, dance, dodge, or weave,
that the $270 billion proposed cuts in
Medicare are designed in order to try

to accommodate and accomplish a $245
billion tax cut, the bulk of which will
go to the wealthiest Americans? The
answer to that is clearly yes.

We were told earlier this year by the
majority party, who advanced the $270
billion proposal to reduce Medicare
funding, that they would provide de-
tails later. Today was the day to pro-
vide the details, and we have discov-
ered that there really are not details
that they want to disclose because
those details will be enormously trou-
blesome.

I indicated this morning that it is
very hard for elephants to walk on
their tiptoes. It is very hard to tiptoe
around the details of a Medicare reduc-
tion of $270 billion and what it means
to senior citizens, many of whom live
on very, very modest incomes and who
will, as a result of this, receive less
health care and pay more for it. Why?
So that some of the wealthiest Ameri-
cans can enjoy a tax cut.

I think we ought to start over. I do
not think we ought to have leadership
calling anybody else liars. We ought to
start over and talk about truth. The
truth is this country is deep in debt.
We ought to balance the budget before
anybody talks about big tax cuts. It
may well be very popular to be for tax
cuts. But it seems to me that it is the
right thing to be for balancing the
budget. We had a debate about whether
we should put that in the Constitution.
We do not have to put that in the Con-
stitution. All you have to do is balance
the budget by changing revenue and ex-
penditure approaches to provide a bal-
ance.

So I hope we will start over and de-
cide no tax cut until the budget is bal-
anced. When we deal with Medicare, as
we must in order to make the adjust-
ments necessary to keep it solvent for
the long term, let us do that outside of
the issue of whether the savings from
Medicare should finance tax cuts. The
answer to that is obvious. Of course, it
should not finance a tax cut. Whatever
we do to Medicare ought to be done to
make it financially solvent for the long
term.
f

THE FARM BILL

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, let me
attend to one other item as long as the
Senate is waiting on the welfare reform
bill.

I would like to comment on the issue
of the farm bill. We had some com-
ments yesterday by the chairman of
the Senate Agriculture Committee in
which the chairman indicated that it
was very difficult, if not impossible, to
get a majority on the Senate Agri-
culture Committee to vote for some
kind of a farm bill.

What is happening is that it is be-
coming evident to everyone that some
have painted themselves into a corner
on this question of agriculture. The
proposed $14 billion cut in agriculture
is way beyond what agriculture should
bear in cuts. I have supported budget
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